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This dissertation is dedicated to all the men and women who have worked and
sacrificed to further the evangelistic mission of the Assemblies of God since its founding
in 1914.             
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ABSTRACT
Fisher, Lyndel Eugene. Ph.D. The University of Memphis. May 2011. The
Theological Antecendents of the Assemblies of God: Baptist and Presbyterian Roots.
Major Professor: Dr. Charles Crawford.
The Assemblies of God organized in 1914, but forewent formulating a formal
confession of faith due to its constituency’s abhorrence of creeds.  When these
Pentecostals adopted denominationally binding tenets of faith with the passage of the
Statement of Fundamental Truths in 1916, its decision was reluctantly reached in
response to an internal doctrinal crisis precipitated by an anti-Trinitarian faction.  The
Statement of Fundamental Truths’ theological framework was free will Baptist in
orientation, with this overlaid with Pentecostal doctrinal distinctions.  Restorationism and
free will views from Presbyterian factions influenced the development of Assemblies of
God views as well.  The Statement of Fundamental Truths’ adoption and implementation
institutionalized a stronger national church structure than the Assemblies of God
constituency desired at the time of their organization in 1914. 
This research effort will begin with examining the beliefs of Baptists adhering to
free will in both early seventeenth-century England and America in the late eighteenth
century.  Acceptance of free will and Restorationism within Presbyterianism will be
studied next, focusing on Cumberland Presbyterians, Oberlin Theology, D. L. Moody and
his associates.  The Holiness, Higher Life and Pentecostal movements also helped shape a
milieu favorable to the creation of new denominational bodies.  A number of ministers
instrumental in founding the Assemblies of God were originally Baptists, which resulted
in the formation of a Pentecostal fellowship that was non-Wesleyan and quite similar to
free will Baptist denominations except for its Pentecostal beliefs.         
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There are more than fifty-six denominations in the United States classified as
either Pentecostal or Charismatic.  Pentecostals believe the spiritual gifts discussed in the
New Testament are still available in modernity.  Although Charismatics also believe this,
Pentecostals differ by viewing the occurrence of glossolalia, or speaking in tongues, as
the initial physical evidence of a spiritual experience known as the baptism in the Holy
Spirit.  The Assemblies of God are among the largest Pentecostal entities in the United
States and the world.  Although this fellowship began with only a handful of adherents in
1914, it grew to include over 11,192 churches and 2,137,890 adherents by 1989. 
Subsequent growth has resulted in a total of nearly 3,000,000 adherents domestically in
2009 and more than 63,000,000 internationally.  This remarkable growth in the last few
years occurred during a period in which many other denominations were experiencing
either slow or negative growth.  
Pentecostals are divided roughly into two groups, Wesleyan and non-Wesleyan. 
The former are theological offspring of John Wesley and Methodism, believing that
sanctification resulted from a distinct spiritual experience.  The Church of God and
Church of God in Christ were among the largest and best known of this group.  Non-
Wesleyan Pentecostals come from a variety of doctrinal traditions viewing sanctification
differently, as a gradual or progressive growth of personal holiness.  The Assemblies of
God has become the largest fellowship in this group, with its noticeable growth, size and
doctrinal distinctiveness warranting historical research.  This project could proceed using
disciplinary approaches such as an analysis from a demographic, social, economic or
1
doctrinal perspectives.  There is also the question of what time frame to consider, whether
to examine the entire breadth of the Assemblies of God’s existence or selected periods of
time from its founding to the twenty first century.1
With these factors in mind, researching the underlying reasons for the formation
of the Assemblies of God is deemed a worthy endeavor.  Therefore, the focus for this
dissertation is to examine two major theological antecedents of the Assemblies of God, to
be conducted in such a way as to take into account important church figures whose beliefs
and actions contributed to forming this fellowship.  This effort will focus on free will
Baptist thought as the Assemblies of God’s primary doctrinal root, with the lessor
contributions of free will Presbyterianism to its formation also scrutinized.2  As with the
creation of other new Christian fellowships, the origins of the Assemblies of God are not
     1Association of Religion Data Archives, “American Denominations: Profiles, Pentecostal Family,”
Association of Religion Data Archives, www.thearda.com/Denoms/Families/F_94.asp (accessed February
24, 2011); Association of Religion Data Archives, “U. S. Membership Report: Denominational Groups,
2000,” Association of Religion Data Archives, http://www.thearda.com/mapsReports/reports/ US_2000.asp
(accessed February 24, 2011); General Council of the Assemblies of God, Minutes of the General Council
of the Assemblies of God in the United States of America, Canada and Foreign Lands, Held at Hot Springs,
Ark., April 2-12, 1914, (n.p., n.d.), 3, digital facsimile CD ROM, General Council of of the Assemblies of
God Minutes 1914-1999 (Springfield, Missouri: Flower Pentecostal Heritage Center, n.d.), 1; General
Secretary’s Office of the General Council of the Assemblies of God, “Assemblies of God Statistics, USA,”
General Council of the Assemblies of God, http://agchurches.org/Sitefiles/Default/RSS/ Assemblies%20of
%20God%20Statistics. pdf [24 February 2011], 1; General Secretary’s Office of the Statistican General
Council of the Assemblies of God, “AG Worldwide Churches and Adherents 1987-2009,” General Council
of the Assemblies of God,  http://agchurches.org/Sitefiles/Default/RSS/Statistics_ 2009_public.pdf
(accessed March 15, 2011); Association of Religion Data Archives, “U. S. Membership Report,
Denominational Groups, 1990-200 Change, ” Association of Religion Data Archives, www.thearda.com/
mapsReports/reports/US_compatre.asp (accessed March 28, 2011); William W. Menzies, Anointed to
Serve: The Story of the Assemblies of God (Springfield, Missouri: Gospel Publishing House, 1971), 17-28;
Vinson Synan, The Holiness-Pentecostal Movement (Grand Rapids: William Eerdmans Publishing Co,
1971), 13-54, 217-224; General Council of the Assemblies of God, Minutes of the General Council of the
Assemblies of God, October 1-7, 1916, digital facsimile CD ROM, General Council Assemblies of God
Minutes, 1914-1999 (Springfield, Missouri: Flower Pentecostal Heritage Center, n.d.), 11. 
     2In this volume, the term free will willed be used in speaking about the belief of man possessing
freedom of choice instead of humanity being captive to fate or imposition of divine will in one’s choices. 
However, the use of the labels, Free Will or Freewill, will refer to either particular denominations or the
broader free will movement as a whole.  The terms Holiness, Evangelical and Higher Life will be
capitalized when speaking of their respective movements, school of thought or denomination, as seen later.
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as apparent and straightforward as one might expect.  So, an argument is not made that
these Baptist and Presbyterian roots were the only ones, but that rather they are significant
enough to single out for treatment.  Baptists and Presbyterians embracing free will shall
be discussed within a broader denominational and historical context, seeking to
understand their beginnings, beliefs and development.  Their Calvinistic counterparts will
be used as foils to better understand their views.  
Baptists’ contemporary importance in the early twenty-first century is
demonstrated by both their growth since the seventeenth century and influence upon
American society through asserting their Evangelical world view.  There are over
50,000,000 Baptist adherents worldwide at the beginning of the twenty first century, with
over 21,000,000 in the United States.  A comparatively slender slice of these are not
Calvinistic in any of its varied forms, domestically having over 325,000 adherents in
2000, or little more than 1.5 percent of total Baptist adherents.  General Baptists, Original
Free Will Baptists, Independent Free Will Baptists, and Free Will Baptists comprise most
of this category, coming under the larger umbrella of Arminian Baptists.  The latter
subscribed to belief in the possibility of anyone becoming a Christian and viewing God as
having created man with a will free to either choose or reject the gospel message.3 
     3World Encyclopedia, 2008, s.v. “Baptist.” in Oxford Reference Online http://www.oxford
reference.com/views/ENTRY.html?subview= Main&entry=t142.e1006 (accessed March 31, 2010);
Association of Religion Data Archives, “U.S. Membership Report for 2000,” Association of Religion
Archives, http://www.thearda.com/mapsReports/reports/US_ 2000.asp (accessed March 30, 2010);
Association of Religion Data Archives, “Original Free Will Baptists–Number of Adherents (2000),” 
Association of Religion Archives, http://www.thearda.com/ mapsReports/maps/map.asp?state=101&
variable=332 (accessed February 28, 2011); Association of Religion Data Archives, “National Association
of Free Will Baptists: Membership Data,” Association of Religion Archives, http://www. thearda.com/
Denoms/D1075. asp (accessed February 25, 2011); Association of Religion Data Archives, “General
Association Of General Baptists: Membership Data,” Association of Religion Archives, http://www.the
arda.com/Denoms/ D_1080.asp (accessed February 25, 2011); Association of Religion Archives, “U.S.
Membership Denominational Profiles, Pentecostal;” B. R. White, ed., The English Baptists of the
(continued...)
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Arminian Baptists derived their label from the Dutch theologian Jacobus Arminius, who
lived in the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries.  He rejected John Calvin’s
views of predestination, arguing for man’s free will instead.4  
Opening discussions will focus upon seventeenth-century English General
Baptists, since they were the first known free will Baptists and provided a doctrinal
understanding of Baptist distinctives.  Examination of free will Baptist thought in
America will follow this, outlining its development among Free Will Baptists in the
Northeast and General Baptists in Indiana during the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries. It will be shown that from this milieu, Holiness Baptists developed in the late
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, embracing an openness to spiritual gifts later
espoused by Pentecostalism.5
The Assemblies of God issued their first comprehensive official doctrinal
statement two years after their formation in 1914, with the Statement of Fundamental
     3(...continued)
Seventeenth Century (London: The Baptist Historical Society, 1983), 7-10; William F. Davidson, The Free
Will Baptists in History (Nashville: Randall House, 2001), 6.  
     4Robert E. Picirilli, Grace, Faith, Free Will, Contrasting Views of Salvation: Calvinism and
Arminianism  (Nashville: Randall House, 2002), 1-17.
     5White, The English Baptists of the Seventeenth Century, 7-10; Davidson, The Free Will Baptists
in History, 6; Webster’s New Collegiate Dictionary (Springfield, Massachusetts: G. and C. Merriam, 1975),
s.v. “Baptist”;  John Smyth, The Character of the Beast or The False Constitution of the Church (n.p.,
privately printed, 1609), title page, digital facsimile, in Baptist Library Online, http://www.baptistlibrary
online.com/ library/smyth/ character_of_the_beast.pdf (accessed February 16,  2006); C. B. Jernigan,
Pioneer Days of the Holiness Movement in the Southwest  (Kansas City: Pentecostal Nazarene Publishing




onepage&q&f=false> (accessed August 6, 2010); Menzies, 29-30; J. W. Welch, “The Experience of W.
Jethro Walthall,” The Weekly Evangel (6 May 1916), 4, digital facsimile, CD ROM, Pentecostal Evangel
Interactive, 1913-21 (Springfield, Missouri: Flower Pentecostal Heritage Center, 2000); [A. L. Butcher ?], 
Minutes of the First Annual Convocation of the Holiness Baptist Churches of Southwestern Arkansas, Held
with the Church at Sutton Ark., November 6 th, 7 th and 8 th, 1903 (n.p.: n.d.), 5-6, 16-17.
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Truths.  They did have some affinities with the Wesleyan oriented Holiness movement’s
emphasis on personal Christian holiness, but this did not provide the basic theological
underpinnings for this fellowship.6  A comparison of this document will be made with the
General Baptists’ and Free Will Baptists’ doctrinal statements of the same period in
search of marked similarities.  To a lesser degree, similarities with free will Presbyterian
thought warrants comparisons to Assemblies of God beliefs.  The views and backgrounds
of the men who shaped the Statement of Fundamental Truths will be examined for
Baptist and Presbyterian affiliations and influences, rather than only viewing them as part
of broader religious movements.  In this effort, strands of theological thought will focused
on, with emphases upon free will, believers’ baptism, beliefs about the Holy Spirit, and
sanctification.  This approach will in part be an intellectual history, but providing a
historical context broad enough to make the discussion cogent to the reader.        
Free will thought within Presbyterianism was institutionalized early in the
nineteenth century, with a drastic break from Calvinism made by the formation of the
Cumberland Presbyterian Church as new denomination.7  Charles Finney burst upon the
scene later that century, promulgating free will views through his writings and
evangelistic ministry, becoming the chief founder of Oberlin Theology and drawing the
     6Synan, Holiness-Pentecostal Movement, 25-26.  The term holiness has been used in reference to
individual piety, whereas, the label Holiness was applied in speaking of either the movement itself or
particular denominations embracing holiness thought.  
     7Charles Buck, ed., A Theological Dictionary, Containing Definitions of All Religious Terms; A
Comprehensive View of Every Article in the System of Divinity, an Impartial Account of All the Principle
Denominations in the Religious World, Which Have Subsisted in the Religious World, from the Birth of
Christ to the Present Day: Together with an Accurate Statement of the Most Remarkable Transactions and
Events Recorded in Ecclesiastical History (Philadelphia: William W. Woodard, 1824), s.v. “Presbyterians,





ire of his Calvinistic opponents among Presbyterians and Congregationalists.  D. L.
Moody contributed to free will thought within these circles too, mainly through his
international evangelistic and conference ministries.  His influence was also felt indirectly
through his associates, such as A. J. Gordon and A. T. Pierson, who became leaders
within Northfield Theology.  Along with free will views, this school of thought promoted
Restorationism.  This view postulated that the same spiritual gifts discussed in the New
Testament church were available in modernity, including divine healing and
manifestation of speaking in tongues.  Restorationism was a key element to Pentecostal
thought, as it provided the theological basis for initiating a move from only accepting the
possibility of these spiritual gifts occurring in the twentieth century, to claiming their
presence and giving testimonies of experiencing their manifestations.  Individuals
forming the Assemblies of God possessed a theological blend containing a sizable
measure of free will Baptist and Presbyterian thought, combined with Restorationism.  
This was reflected by the tenets included with their adoption of their Statement of
Fundamental Truths.8     
In the last forty years there have been three scholarly general histories published
about the Assemblies of God.  William Menzies produced Anointed to Serve in 1971 and
Edith Blumhofer completed her two-volume work, The Assemblies of God: A Chapter in
the Story of American Pentecostalism, in 1989.  Menzie’s volume devoted little
     8Keith J. Hardman, Charles Grandison Finney 1792-1876, Revivalist and Reformer (Grand
Rapids: Baker Book House, 1987), 91, 296; James Hamilton, “Academic Orthodoxy and the Arminianizing
of American Theology,” Wesleyan Theological Journal 9 (Spring 1974): 52; Albert Temple Swing,
“President Finney and An Oberlin Theology.” Bibliotheca Sacra 57 (July 1900): 465-67; Edith L.
Blumhoffer, The Assemblies of God: A Chapter in the Story of American Pentecostalism, Volume 1 - to
1941 (Springfield, Missouri: Gospel Publishing House, 1989), 15, 18-22, 50-58; Minutes of the General
Council 1916, 10-13.  
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discussion to the non-Pentecostal roots of the Assemblies in God in the nineteenth
century, with scant mention of Baptist or Presbyterian contributions.  Blumhofer’s
volumes were an expansion of  her 1977 doctoral dissertation, “The ‘Overcoming Life’:
A Study in the Reformed Evangelical Origins of Pentecostalism.” Although in The
Assemblies of God she devoted more discussion for Baptist and Presbyterian
contributions to the formation of Assemblies of God thought than did Menzies, still, the
overwhelming bulk of her work focused upon the Pentecostal revival in the early
twentieth century, organization of the Assemblies of God in 1914 and its subsequent
development into the 1980s.  In 1993 she published Restoring the Faith: The Assemblies
of God, Pentecostalism, and American Culture.  This popular style history did not deal
extensively with the Baptist roots of the Assemblies of God either.
Also, three recent doctoral dissertations touch topics related to this dissertation in
some measure.  Elton Hal Weaver, III’s “ ‘Mark the Perfect Man’: The Rise of Bishop C.
H. Mason and the Church of God in Christ,” devoted a few pages of text to the early years
of the Assemblies of God.  However, he dealt mainly with race relations and not doctrinal
matters, maintaining that the Assemblies of God was created out of negative racial
attitudes toward African American Pentecostals.9  As Raybon Joel Newman’s title
suggested, “Race and the Assemblies of God Church: The Journey from Azusa Street to
the ‘Miracle of Memphis,’ ” he also argued for the existence of racial prejudice in the
Assemblies of God.  However, his primary source materials dealing with this subject
during its formative years were thin and unconvincing.  The section devoted to the early
     9Elton Hal Weaver, III, “ ‘Mark the Perfect Man’: The Rise of Bishop C. H. Mason and the
Church of God in Christ” (doctoral dissertation, University of Memphis, 2007), 199-217.
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years of the Assemblies of God did not contain detailed doctrinal discussions relating to
its non-Pentecostal antecedents.10  James Burton McSwain’s 1986 dissertation, “The
Controversy over infant Baptism in England, 1640-1700,” provided an exhaustive study
of infant baptism during that period.  However, very brief mention was given to John
Smyth and Thomas Helwys, as they died before McSwain’s period of study.  “The
Theological Antecedents of the Assemblies of God: Baptist and Presbyterian Roots,”
focused on both these men, as founders of the English Baptist movement.  Here an
examination of broader Baptist doctrine was made, especially that of free will. 
In outlining early Baptist thought in seventeenth-century England, John Smyth
and Thomas Helwys were the first identifiable English Baptist leaders, although they
initially formed Baptist congregations in the Netherlands.  Primary sources for early
Baptists were numerous.  Reprints of both early and modern Baptist doctrinal statements
were found in William Lumpkin, Baptist Confessions of Faith. A number of primary
sources for early nineteenth-century General Baptists were accessible.  A contemporary
chronicler of the General Baptists’ early years was A.D. Williams, with his volume,
Benoni Stinson and the General Baptists.  His inclusion of General Baptist primary
materials has provided items that failed to survive through other sources, often utilizing
entire documents.  Other materials were stored in the archives of the General Baptists’
international headquarters, located in Poplar Bluff, Missouri.  A related source for
doctrinal comparison was Alexander Campbell’s bound periodical, The Christian Baptist,
with a copy located in Special Collections at the University of Memphis.
     10Raybon Joel Newman, “Race and the Assemblies of God Church: The Journey from Azusa
Street to the ‘Miracle of Memphis’ ” (doctoral dissertation, University of Memphis, 2005), 84-111.
8
Primary sources for the Assemblies of God are available in: Minutes of the
General Council of the Assemblies of God [from 1914 to 1917]; The Weekly Evangel; The
Christian Evangel; and The Pentecostal Evangel [all available in facsimile digitized
form].  Sources for early Assemblies of God ministers are located in their archives in
Springfield, Missouri.  Overall, there is an abundance of primary sources available to




General Baptists of Seventeenth-Century England
Christianity in seventeenth-century England was marked by a continuing struggle
between Catholicism and Protestantism.  This was initiated by Henry VII’s version of
Protestantism in the 1530s and was a factor in causing the Civil War in the 1640s.1  In
giving an overview of this painful and protracted societal process, the British historian
Christopher Haigh said, 
The English Reformation was not a specific event which may be given a precise
date; it was a long and complex process.  ‘The Reformation’ is a colligatory
concept, a historians’ label which relates several lesser changes into an overall
movement: it embraces a break with Roman obedience; an assertion of secular
control over the Church; a suppression of Catholic institutions such as
monasteries and chantries; a prohibition of Catholic worship; and a
protestantization of services, clergy and laity.2
Recognizing the Anglican Church’s relationship to the government has been
required for understanding the religious climate of early seventeenth-century England. 
The established church and state were so closely intertwined that King James I, declared, 
“ ‘No bishop, no king, no nobility.’ ”3  The reigns of Stuart monarchs were marked by
policies intended to keep the Reformation church in a moderating position between
Protestantism and Catholicism, attempting to avoid going too far in either direction.  The
logic behind this approach laid in attempting to keep sectarian tensions from flaring by
preventing excessive Protestant influences, while at the same time preventing reversion to
     1Margo Todd, “Introduction,” in Reformation to Revolution: Politics and Religion in Early
Modern England, edited by Margo Todd, 1-10. (New York: Routledge, 1995).   
     2Christopher Haigh, “Recent Historiography,” in Reformation to Revolution: Politics and Religion
in Early Modern England, ed. Margo Todd (New York: Routledge, 1995), 14. 
     3Christopher Hill, The World Turned Upside Down: Radical Ideas During the English Revolution 
1991 repr., (New York: Penguin Books, 1972), 32.
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Catholicism.  This policy was discarded with ascension of Charles I.  Religious toleration
vacillated following changes in the English throne, with greatest freedoms exercised
during the English Revolution.4  
As discussed by Christopher Hill, in The World Turned Upside Down: Radical
Ideas During the English Revolution, the seventeenth century was marked by fervent
political and ideological ferment, upheaval and experimentation.  The most dramatic
political example of this was seen in the deposing and execution of Charles I, with
subsequent establishment of the English Republic for a season.  Socially, Diggers and
Levellers boldly worked toward better lives for themselves in English society.  A
proliferation of sects openly mushroomed across the religious landscape.  These events
were fueled by frequent questioning, or denial, of previously accepted truths, with lower
classes embracing belief that their views were just as valid as anyone else’s.  This social,
religious and political milieu provided an environment for the Baptist movement to
develop, although competing with a host of other voices for the populace’s attention.5     
 Arminian Baptists emerged as a recognizably distinct and ongoing movement
early in the seventeenth century, with their stress on rejecting the baptism of infants and
instead only baptizing new converts making them noticeably different from other English
separatists.  These first English Baptists came to be known as General Baptists, since they
believed Christ’s death provided a general atonement, or atonement available to
everyone, making it possible for anyone to be saved.  Particular Baptists developed after
     4Peter White, “The Via Media in the Early Stuart Church,” in Reformation to Revolution: Politics
and Religion in Early Modern England, edited by Margo Todd, 78-92 (New York: Routledge, 1995). 
     5Christopher Hill, The World Turned Upside Down, 13-414.
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General Baptists, so labeled for holding to the Calvinistic doctrine that Christ’s death
provided atonement for only a particular group of individuals, that is the elect.  The elect
were seen as those people whom God had decreed, predestined, or elected for salvation,
with all other people having no true opportunity for receiving the mercies of God. 
Particular Baptists developed later in the seventeenth century, appearing as a distinct
group with adoption of the Confession of London in 1644 and becoming dominant among
Baptists.6
Calvinistic sects collectively reflected the prevalent Protestant viewpoint in
seventeenth-century England, with Baptist sects representing only a tiny fraction of
English Protestantism.  In the early eighteenth century, Particular Baptists comprised 0.74
percent of the population and General Baptists only 0.35 percent.  Adopting the practice
of only baptizing new believers, or anti-paedobaptism, clearly set Baptists apart from
other denominations.  Despite adamant promulgation of General Baptists’ free will views
at the beginning of the century, and their affirmation of these before the eighteenth
century, available primary sources did not indicate absolute consistency of these positions
throughout the seventeenth century.  William Estrep maintained, in The Anabaptist Story,
that Anabaptist theology was English Baptists immediate precursor beginning in the 
     6In Christian theology, atonement was “the reconciliation of God and man through the sacrificial
death of Jesus Christ,” according to Webster’s New Collegiate Dictionary;  Webster’s New Collegiate
Dictionary, s.v. “Baptist”; White, English Baptists, 7-10, 58.
12
1590s.  Clearly, Anabaptists and early Baptists shared a common belief in baptizing
converts, even though they had been baptized as infants.7
Since John Smyth and Thomas Helwys were the first identifiable English General
Baptist leaders, their contributions to this movement warranted examination in order to
better understand its beginnings.8  John Smyth’s birth date was uncertain; however, he
was ordained by the Anglican Church between 1584 and 1598.  Although an Anglican
clergyman, Smyth developed objections to some of the church’s beliefs and practices by
1597, such as ministers using surplices during worship activities.9  Thomas Helwys was
born into a gentry family in 1575, marrying late in 1595 while living at Broxtowe Hall in
Nottinghamshire.  While at Broxtowe, Helwys became acquainted with John Smyth and
joined a separatist congregation at nearby Gainsborough.  Their meeting may have
occurred as early as 1604 since Smyth moved to Clifton in Nottinghamshire to become its
curate that year, and Smyth was known to be living with Helwys before the close of 1606. 
In February 1607, Smyth officially withdrew from the Anglican Church, with Helwys
following suit later that same year.  Separatists were not always safe in England during
this period, especially those who were vocal about their sentiments and activities. 
Seeking to evade arrest while striving to secure freedom to openly practice their faith,
     7William Lumpkin, Baptist Confessions of Faith, rev. ed. (Valley Forge: Judson Press, 1969), 144;
Barry Coward, The Stuart Age: A History of England 1603-1714 (New York: Longman, 1980), 425; White,
English Baptists, 21-23; Davidson, 4-7; William R. Estrep, The Anabaptist Story: An Introduction to
Sixteenth-Century Anabaptism  (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1996), 283-303; George H. Williams, The
Radical Reformation (Philadelphia: Westminister Press, 1962), xxx-xxxi. Paedobaptism is the rite of
baptizing newly born infants of Christian parents, normally by the sprinkling or pouring of water.    
     8B. R. White, English Baptists, 21-23.
     9A surplice was “a loose white outer ecclesiastical garment usually of knee length with large open
sleeves,” according to Webster’s New Collegiate Dictionary, s.v. “Surplice.”
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Smyth, Helwys and a few other like-minded separatists fled the country for Amsterdam
by the fall of 1608.10    
In Amsterdam, John Smyth published The Differences of the Churches of the
Seperation in 1608, as a theological justification for his group’s separation from the
Church of England and effort to persuade others to accept his views.  He examined three
major categories in explaining why the established church was not biblically constituted:
church government, function of the church treasury, and worship.  Smyth argued that
among those holding church offices only pastors were responsible for leading and
ministering to the needs of congregations.11  Neither did he accept the Episcopal structure
with its overarching and multi-congregational nature as scriptural, since it imposed its
will independently of local church bodies.  These separatists held to autonomous
congregational authority, with Smyth claiming, “The presbytery hath no power, but what
the Church hath & giveth unto it: which the Church uppon just cause can take away.”12 
This view of ecclesiastical structure was strongly held, continuing as the model for
Baptist polity into the twenty-first century.  In similar fashion, the church treasury was not
to be used for financing a multi-congregational hierarchy.  Its purposes were for                 
     10Stephen Wright, “John Smyth,” in Oxford Dictionary of National Biography, 2004; Stephen
Wright, “Thomas Helwys” in Oxford Dictionary of National Biography, 2004; J. Holland Walker,             
“Broxtowe Hall,” Nottinghamshire History, httpp://www.nottshistory.org.uk/whatnall1928/broxtowehall
.htm (accessed April 21, 2006); The Reformed Reader, “Thomas Helwys,” Reformed Reader, http://www.
reformedreader.org/helwys.htm (accessed February 14, 2006).
     11John Smyth, The Differences of the Churches of the Seperation (Amsterdam, 1608; facsimile
rept., New York: Da Capo Press, 1973), 22-23.
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purchasing whatever supplies the church might need for the conduct of its worship
services, supporting its pastors and helping the poor.13 
However, Smyth’s view of proper scriptural worship proved to be the most
interesting theologically, since he systematically advocated a return to the primitive
church as set forth in the Gospels and Acts.  He understood this as crucially  important 
“because if the Church be truly constituted & framed, ther is a true Church . . . the true
spowse of Christ.”14  Central to this line of thinking was his pneumatological emphases,
as he stressed the central role of the Holy Spirit in having a properly constituted church,
one with true, or spiritual, worship.15  He said, “The Fountayne from whence spiritual
worship proceedeth is the Spirit.”16  In his view, to have spiritual worship one must not
hinder the moving of the Spirit.  He heavily emphasized the importance of prophecies
during worship since silence hindered the Spirit.  Smyth defined prophecy as the act of
church members sharing what the Holy Spirit had revealed to them during worship,
resulting in mutual exhortation.  To remain silent after the Spirit revealed a truth intended
for sharing with others quenched the Spirit and hindered spiritual worship.17 
Smyth also maintained that rigid forms of worship quenched the Spirit.  Corporate
recitations of prayers and responses from memory, or reading such things aloud from
books, were not spiritual because they came from memory or printed pages, rather than
     13Smyth, Churches of the Seperation, 30; Davidson, 350-55.
     14Ibid., ii. 
     15Pneumatology was that portion of Christian theology concerned with the doctrines of the Holy
Spirit. 
     16Smyth, Churches of the Seperation, 2.
     17Ibid., 3.
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from worshipers’ hearts.  He saw God’s word and Spirit moving within believers’ hearts
as the only legitimate source of true worship.  On the other hand, allowable outward helps
included such things as “the manifestations of the Spirit: & the seales of the covenant . . .
with the instruments creatures & actions apperteyning therto.”18   Smyth viewed the
worshipers’ ears and tongues as the instruments of worship, with bread, wine and water
as physical aids to worship.  Functioning together, these produced teaching, singing,
communion and baptism in water.  Communion and baptism were seen as visible signs or
seals whereby believers demonstrated participation in the New Covenant instituted by
Jesus Christ.  Through these two ordinances, the teachings of the church concerning
divine grace could find concrete manifestation, upon which the Spirit moved to produce
genuine and spiritual worship.
A curious aspect of Smyth’s views involved his teaching concerning use of
scripture during worship, since he adamantly argued that only the original Hebrew and
Greek scripture texts carried the weight of God’s inspiration.  Only these contained the
truest and most complete sense of what God desired to convey through the Biblical
authors, making vernacular translations unsuitable for worship.  Still, Biblical translations
were beneficial and profitable for the reader.  Translations were permissible for reading,
singing, exposition, as the foundation for faith and as a means to judge doctrine. 
However, they were not allowable for use during spiritual worship because they could not
give the fullest sense of the original text.
In view of the generally common Protestant effort to make the scriptures available
to people in their native languages, this position was astounding.  This combined with
     18Ibid.
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Smyth’s assertion that Hebrew and Greek biblical texts were not to be read during
worship.  Because congregations could not understand these texts and be edified, there
was no acceptable way to incorporate scripture reading into worship.  However, he
sidestepped this problem by saying that the scriptures were to be used in learning about
the gospel and in preparation for spiritual worship.  Smyth believed that the Spirit would
reveal spiritual truths to ministers as they studied the scriptures.  They were to then
explain these truths during preaching without reading scriptures to the congregation, since
their members could not understand the Greek and Hebrew texts.19  Pressing for this, he
argued, 
Prophesying is the publishing of the covenant of Grace by the manifestation of the
Spirit . . . the word of God or the Scriptures are delivered demonstratively, by way
of doctryne, exhortation, consolation, reprehension, & by such like formes. . . .
The ministration of the New Testament is called the ministry of the Spirit . . .         
Hence it followeth that all bookworship is Judaisme, & so Antichristian, &
therefore by consequenct Idolatry, now under the new Testament.20                     
Although the details were not clear, early in 1609 Smyth baptized himself, later
baptizing Helwys as well.  This resulted in their opponents calling them Anabaptists,
since they also re-baptized those converted to Christianity as adults, despite their baptism
as infants.  These early Baptists rejected the Anabaptist label in favor of Baptized
Believers, adopting the name Baptists by the middle of the seventeenth century.21  They
organized a new church in Holland, with about thirty-eight or forty members.  This
fledgling flock of Baptized Believers held that baptism in water was an ordinance to be
     19Ibid.,  4-5, 8-9, 17-20.
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“Baptist.”   
17
performed only upon those professing saving faith in Christ, and therefore not to be
performed upon infants.22  This view was delineated in Smyth’s The Character of the
Beast or The False Constitution of the Church, published in Holland in 1609 as a defense
of his Baptist views from an attack by a paedobaptist, Rich Clifton.  Smyth may also have
seized upon this as an opportunity to promote his views to a wider audience back in
England, explaining, 
This therefore is the question: whither the baptisme of infants be lawful, yea or
nay: & whither persons baptized being infants must not renounce that false
baptisme, & assume the true baptisme of Chr: which is to be administered uppon
persons confessing their faith & their sinnes: . . . Let the indifferent reader judg of
the whole & give sentence without partiality: & I doubt not but he shall be
constrayned to give glory to God in acknowledging the error of baptising infants,   
have been a cheef point of Antichristianisme, & the very essence & constitution of
the false Church, as is cleerly discovered in this treatise:23  
In this work, Smyth augmented his views in The Churches of the Seperation
concerning the scriptural constitution the true church.  He added a tenet that only people
who have experienced a spiritual baptism, or new birth, followed by baptism in water,
constituted Christ’s true church.  In order for this to happen, subjects for baptism must
become disciples by hearing and accepting the gospel.  Moreover, they must confess both
their faith in Christ and their sins.  Conversely, those who practiced paedobaptism
constituted the false church.  To Smyth, baptizing infants was a contradiction in terms,
since baptism was not simply an outward washing of water.  Baptism’s prerequisites
could not be met by infants, as they were incapable of understanding the gospel in
preparation for confessing either faith or their sins.  Therefore, they could not experience
     22Baptist Library Online, “Writings of John Smyth,” Baptist Library Online, http://www.baptist
libraryonline.com/blo/content/ category/2/9/25/ (accessed February 16, 2006).
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the necessary ministry of the Holy Spirit whereby they could be added to the church in a
spiritual sense.  Baptizing those unable to meet the requirements of baptism was useless
and produced the false assumption that they have been added to Christ’s church.  
For these reasons, Smyth felt compelled and justified in separating from the
Church of England, viewing it as a falsely constituted church.  He called upon all
separatists to truly separate from the Church of England by rejecting its practice of
paedobaptism.  Otherwise, they remained ensnared within its violation of scriptural
doctrine and practice.24  Smyth could be caustic in counterattacking Clifton, for example
saying, 
[B]ut we require them, nay we charge them, yea we challenge them to the defense
of their errors: Loe: we protest against them, to be a false Chu. Falsely constituted
in the bap. Of infants, & their owne unbaptized estate : we protest against them to
have a false wors. Of reading books: we protest against them to have a false
government . . . protest against them to have a false Minist. Of Doct. Or Teachers
: Finally , wee protest against them seeing their constitution is false therefore ther
is no one ordinance of the L. true among them: These things we have published, &
of these things we require answer.25     
The implications of these arguments were far reaching, showing the depth of differences
between Baptists and paedobaptist opponents.  Because baptism was fundamental to
Christianity, his rejection of paedobaptism’s validity denied the legitimacy of all sects not
practicing believers’ baptism.  All paedobaptist sects had members and clergy baptized as
infants, placing paedobaptists who might have possessed some sympathy for Baptist
views in the uncomfortable position of being unable to accept believers’ baptism without 
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invalidating their own Christian profession, creating a vested resistance to Baptist
theology.  
Smyth’s approach for debating these issues was to state Rich Clifton’s objections
to his views from a paedobaptist’s perspective, then give opposing arguments to prove the
correctness of his own theology.  Clifton sought to legitimize paedobaptism by
interpreting it as the New Testament’s replacement for circumcision, as the visible sign of 
Christians’ covenant with God.  Under the Abrahamic covenant, all Jewish males were
circumcised in the second week following their birth.  Circumcision was an outward sign,
or seal, of the child’s participation in God’s covenant with Abraham.  Jewish parents
acted on behalf of their children who were too young to consent to circumcision.  In like
manner, Clifton argued that Christian parents acted on behalf of their offspring by having
them baptized while infants.  Children of Christians were treated in a manner consistent
with a pattern already established in the Old Testament, making infant baptism a
substitute for circumcision for covenant purposes.  
Smyth rejected this line of thinking by pointing out that circumcision was simply 
a physical sign to identify Abraham’s physical descendants.  However, only the Holy
Spirit could place the spiritual sign of the New Covenant upon the hearts of Abraham’s
spiritual descendants, comprised of those having saving faith in Christ.  He accused
Clifton of confusing the physical and spiritual aspects of circumcision and salvation.26 
Smyth argued, “But the infants of the Faithful do not occupy the place of the true children 
     26Ibid., 4-5, 11.
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of Abraham, seing the children of Abraham do the workes of Abraham, Joh. 8.34. which
infants cannot doe.”27 
He used similar arguments through much of this volume in debating Clifton’s
ideas.  However, in the latter part of The Character of the Beast, Smyth dealt with the
issue of re-baptism.  His logic was difficult to follow and required careful examination to
avoid incorrectly concluding that his views are contradictory.  Although theologically
opposed to re-baptism, he called upon adults baptized as infants to now be baptized upon
their profession of saving faith in Christ.  Smyth sought to resolve this apparent
contradiction by arguing  paedobaptism was not truly baptism at all, according to the
scriptures.  Baptizing adults that had been baptized as infants was not really baptizing
them a second time, but administering their first genuine baptism.  Clifton countered that
he was not going to waste his time responding to future rebuttals, since Smyth lacked
intellectual depth.28  Smyth concluded in a blistering reply, “I proclayme you are subtilly
blind, & lead the blind after you into the ditch.”29  
Calvinism was already predominant in the late sixteenth-century English Church,
with Smyth and Helwys exhibiting incipient anti-Calvinist views during 1609.  In 1610
Smyth produced a handwritten statement of faith entitled “Short Confession of Faith in
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XX Articles by John Smyth.” 30  He maintained,  
That God . . . has ordained all men . . . to life. . . . That God imposes no necessity
of sinning on any one; but man . . . freely departs from God. . . . That there is no
original sin . . . but all sin is actual and voluntary . . . therefore, infants are without
sin. . . . That the grace of God . . . was to be prepared and offered to all without
distinction, and that not feignedly but in good faith. . . . That men . . . are able . . .
to repent, to believe, to turn to God, and to attain to eternal life; so on the other
hand, they themselves to resist the Holy Spirit, to depart from God, and to perish
for ever.31  
   
As in The Character of the Beast, Smyth again expressed an anti-paedobaptist stance. 
However, the most important feature of this confession was his adoption of Arminian
theology.  Rather than stating Calvinists’ belief concerning God choosing those destined
for salvation, Smyth clearly stated that God’s grace was genuinely offered to everyone. 
Humanity was viewed as having both the capacity and responsibility to embrace saving
grace.  Those who completely, and finally, reject God’s offer of salvation would be
eternally damned.  This new theological element embracing belief in a general atonement
resulted in this sect of Baptist separatists later becoming known as General Baptists.32
During the early summer 1611, Helwys published A Short and Plaine Proofe by
the Word / and Workes Off God / That Gods Decree Is Not the Cause Off Anye Mans
Sinne or Condemation, seeking to gain acceptance for the newly embraced doctrine of
general atonement that Smyth had just begun articulating, asserting,   
The ground is easilie & plainelie set down & which is: that God giueing Adam
freewil / and power in himself not to eate of the forbidden fruit / and live: or to
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eate / and dye / could not in his eterral decree; ordeyne or appoint him to life, or
death, for then had his freewil bene overthrowne: . . . God hath not in his eternal
decre apointeh some perticuler men to be saved: and some perticuler men to be
condemned and so hath redeamed but some: But that Christ is given a ransome for
all men, yea even for the wicked, . . . give glorie to God / for sending his sonne a
Savoiur for all men. 33  
His methodology was fundamentally different from Smyth’s brief confession.  Helwys
was not satisfied to simply state doctrinal positions in confessions of faith; rather, he
wrote polemically to his readers, aggressively arguing for acceptance of free will.  
He blamed Calvinists’ fundamental approach to this topic for producing what he
considered a fallacious doctrine of divine decrees.  Helwys castigated them for claiming
to have comprehended God’s will philosophically by employing a strictly logical
approach instead of seeking truth theologically through scriptural exegesis.  He cited an
example of this as seen in their efforts to explain the existence of sin in the world. 
Calvinists presupposed that God was the causative force for everything in the universe,
thereby making him the author of sin.  Helwys rejected their belief that God had decreed
sin’s existence among men.  
Helwys viewed their belief in particular atonement as a hindrance to faith during
preaching and prayer.  For example, if someone was being urged to accept Christ as their
savior through preaching, and at the same time being told that only those whom God has
chosen as the elect could actually be saved, the hearers could not know whether they were
among the elect or not.  This created a message of faith mixed with doubt.  In similar
fashion, he argued that this created a hindrance to a Christian’s faith in praying for others,
     33Thomas Helwys, A Short and Plaine Proofe by the Word / and Workes Off God / That Gods
Decree Is Not the Cause Off Anye Mans Sinne or Condemation ( n.p., privately printed, 1611), 1, 3-4,
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as they did not know whether God had chosen them to justification or condemnation.  Yet
in a somewhat compassionate tone toward the Calvinists, he said, “Our best thoughts off
them is, that they do it ignorantly: The Lord give them harts to repent all whose
conversion should bee the joy off our soules.”34 
Although Helwys promoted doctrines of free will and general atonement, he still
accepted the doctrine of broad positive divine decrees.  He said, “Wee confesse that God
hath decreed al the good that cometh to passe . . . & that his providence is in every good
action.”35  It was unclear by this statement whether Helwys viewed these decrees as
conditional and dependent upon man to exercise his free will, or not.  If he meant that the
good things which God has decreed must happen, then this created a conflict with his
broader argument that God has given all men the power to choose good or evil.  Since
God has decreed the good of all men in salvation, how must this happen, if men have the
power of choice?  On the other hand, if he asserted that these decrees were fulfilled in a    
general sense, then there was no contradiction in his argument.  Helwys acknowledged
that all men did not receive the good God had willed and decreed for them.
Helwys contended the cause of man’s condemnation before God was not God’s
decrees, as man’s sin sprang from the exercise of his free will in choosing disobedience
and evil, rather than obedience and good.  To illustrate his point, Helwys used the
example of Adam in Genesis.  He reasoned that although Adam was created without sin,
he had the capacity to choose either good or evil actions.  God used only deterrents, or
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restraints, in an effort to maintain Adam’s obedience.  These consisted of a
commandment for him to obey, with a corresponding promise of divine judgment for
disobedience.  However, nothing was said in Genesis about God using his omnipotent
abilities to make Adam either sin or not sin.  For Helwys, the real ability to choose right
or wrong could not exist where God has already decreed what choice man will make, as
he exclaimed,36  
[I]n these few words it is proved that God decreed not that Adam should sin, thus
wee proceed. . . . that God gave Adam free-wil & power to eat, or not eat, & this al
men confesse, how then can it bee said, with anie Spiritual understanding, that God
decreed he should sin: . . . therefore it could not bee the decree off God, that man
should sinne, seeing that God gave him Fre-wil & power not to have sinned: . . .
That to give Adam a Freewil not to sinne, & an Eternal decree off God that man
should sinne: can never stand together.37                                                          
Helwys interjected a theological perspective crucial in developing general
atonement doctrine.  This was the concept of God issuing some immutable decrees, or
unchangeable declarations of God’s will that would without fail come to pass, but that
were still contingent upon man’s free will.  Helwys said, “This then is the decree of God
(as he hath declared in his word to Ada[m]), Obey and live.  Disobey and dye.”38  In
embracing belief in conditional decrees he provided a transitional means for assisting
Calvinistic Baptists in stepping away from determinism.  Helwys asserted that God had
only decreed man’s reward for obedience or punishment by death if he sinned, not that
man was predestined to sin and death.  Men forsook God by rejecting his decree of life
through obedience to his commands.  Conversely, he viewed Calvinists as teaching that
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God forsook men before they ever have the opportunity to forsake him by sinning. 
Initially this was done by choosing beforehand those who will be saved and those who
will be lost.  God then completely forsook those predestined to condemnation by
withholding his grace from them, making it impossible for them to ever be saved.
In pressing his case for general atonement, Helwys pointed out that despite
Adam’s free will choice to sin, God did not forsake him.  Instead, God immediately
promised a means of salvation through the seed, or descendant, of the woman,
specifically the future coming of Jesus Christ.  All men were eligible to receive the same
promise given to Adam.  He cited the third and twelfth chapters of the Gospel of John to
show God acted to save all men by sending his son into the world.  Jesus himself said that
his purpose in coming to earth was to save the world instead of bringing judgment upon
it.  Helwys argued, contrary to what the adherents of particular atonement advocated, the
scriptures did not at all support the belief that God has forsaken any man, let alone some
men.  He accused Calvinists of denying God’s saving love for the entire world, as seen     
by their assertion that God had decreed to forsake and damn the majority of the world,
contending,39  
That God did not love the World, but he loved some few perticuler persons, as he
gave his sonne for them, & they onely shal beleve & shalbe saved: & the greatest
part off man-kind God loved them not, but hath decreed, they shalbe damned, &
he hath not given his Sonne for them, but hath left them to perish.  Thus denying
the greatest parte off the World, to have anie meanes off salvation, & that ther is
no Saviour for them.  And so was it to no end, that our Saviour Christ 
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commaunded his Disciples. Mark . 16.15 . Goe ye into al the world/ and preach
the Gospel to every Creature.40
Although Helwys made statements such as, “Christ hath redeamed al men, & that
he would have no man perish,”41 he nonetheless did not suggest a universalist’s view of
salvation.42  Instead he argued disbelief in the gospel as the reason for men’s
condemnation before God, saying general atonement was a doctrine which “doth . . .
magnife & sett furth the mercie off God, in condemning unbelievers seeing he hath left
them without excuse, in that he hath given them a Saviour, in whome because they
beleeve not, they are justly condemned.”43  In the case of infants, Helwys took exception
to Calvinists’ insistence that infants born to non-Christian families were condemned if
they died in infancy, since Jesus clearly stated that children are included in the Kingdom
of God.  Therefore, all children dying in infancy were saved.44  
He reminded his readers, “Doth the Lord say, that that soule that sinneth shall dye:
And dare men say, that the soules off infants shall dye/ who have neither done good nor
evil, Upon these rocks, and manie more doth your opinion off perticuler redemption cast
you.”45  While still in Holland during 1611, Helwys published An Advertisement or
Admonition, Unto the Congregations, seeking to sway public opinion to accept his
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doctrinal views.   He focused upon five main areas of discussion: the physical body of
Christ, Sabbath keeping, ministerial succession, the church’s support of the civil
government, and God’s decrees concerning salvation, with the latter dealing with the
doctrines of particular and general atonement.  He presented an abbreviated version of
arguments he used in A Short and Plaine Proofe, but added a short section devoted to
rebutting universal salvation.46
Although there was no indication that the climate for religious toleration had
improved, during late winter in 1612, Helwys and some of his Baptist brethren returned
to England.  They relocated close to London at Spitalfields, from where he had A Short
Declaration of the Mystery of Iniquity published in Amsterdam.47  In this volume, of just
more than two hundred pages, he sought to persuade the king and citizenry of England to
repent of their sins and turn to God for forgiveness and mercy.  After acknowledging the
physical dangers of speaking about such things to the king, he summarily declared the
English church to be out of the will of God and in a spiritual declined state.48  An
engraved impression on this volume’s flyleaf contained a handwritten and signed address
directed to King James I, reminding him that,
The king is a mortal man and not God therefore hath no power over . . .
immortal soules of his subjects, to make laws & ordinances for them, and to set
spiritual Lords over them.  If the king have authority to make spiritual Lords . . .
then he is an immortal God, and not a mortal man.  O King, be not seduced by
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deceivers to sin against God whome thou oughtest to obey, nor against thy poure
subjects who ought and will obey thee in all things with body, life and goods, or
else let their lives be taken from the earth.  God save y King.49  
 
Unfortunately for Helwys, neither king nor country accepted his counsel, resulting in his
imprisonment at Newgate, where he died in 1616.  Perhaps the most important aspect of A
Short Declaration of the Mystery of Iniquity was his forceful attempt to gain religious
toleration for all Protestant Englishmen.50
Another notable General Baptist theologian was Henry Denne.  He earned B.A.
and M.A. degrees at Cambridge before being ordained as an Anglican minister in 1630. 
In Grace, Mercy, and Peace, published in 1640, he presented a typical Calvinistic
viewpoint, while speaking about God’s love for man in the conversion process. 
However, in 1641 he began speaking out against Anglican clerical abuses that had come
to his attention.  He publicly stated his views in The Doctrine and Conversation of John
the Baptist in 1642, the same year that the English civil war began.  Using both criticism
and entreaty, he called the Anglican clergy to repentance for desiring the continuation of
empty religious ceremonies, as well as seeking money, position and praise of men. 
Athough the course of his trek towards the Arminian Baptist fold was not known, Denne
had officially left Anglicanism by the time of his baptism in 1643, becoming a General
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Baptist minister.51  As Smyth and Helwys before him, he argued for the acceptance of a
believer’s baptism.  In Antichrist Unmasked in Two Treatises, printed in 1645, Denne
rebutted two paedobaptists, Daniel Featly and Stephen Marshall.  In recognizing the
ongoing contention in this area he commented that, “the Church is now travailing, ready
to be delivered, and bring forth the Doctrine of Baptisme of Water, raked up hertofore in
an imitation of Paedobaptistisme.”52         
Greater religious toleration existed following the beheading of   Charles I, in
1649, and establishment of the English Commonwealth.53  Within this new environment,
the first General Baptist Association was formed in England, resulting from a meeting
held in 1651.  Although this was only a regional association in the Midlands, with its
greatest strength in Lincolnshire and Leicestershire, it marked the beginning of a move
toward greater organizational cooperation.  Thirty churches sent delegates to this
gathering, with about sixty representatives in attendance.  As far as could be ascertained,
this was their first associational structure formed.  They also adopted a confession of 
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faith, The Faith and Practice of Thirty congregations, Gathered According to the
Primitive Pattern.54  
In a fashion true to Helwys’ view of general atonement, the confession stated:  
That Jesus Christ, through (or by) the grace of God, suffered death for all
mankind, or every man . . . That all those that continue stedfastly unto the end of
their lives . . . shall also have a Crown of eternal glory in the life to come . . . That
God of his free grace or love, called or calleth sinners to repentance and afforded
or affordeth them time or opportunity to repent or return unto him.55
In rejecting the Calvinistic position of limited atonement, the association agreed God had
provided salvation for all willing to receive.  This confession also clearly accepted the
real possibility of a person falling from grace, or losing their Christianity.  By taking this
position, they denied Calvinism’s view of the perseverance of the saints, thereby making
surety  of salvation contingent upon continued obedience to the gospel.  The confession
reaffirmed the doctrine of  believers’ baptism, yet not specific about the exact manner of
baptism and implying sprinkling should not be employed.
 Parliament’s 1653 Instrument of Government recognized the rights of all
Protestants to practice their beliefs without government interference, with most Baptists
of course supporting Cromwell in this matter.  With this legal protection, General
Baptists from across England came together for their first national organizational
meeting, or General Assembly, in 1654.  The twenty-five representatives attending this 
     54Lumpkin, Baptist Confessions, 171-73. 
     55The Faith and Practise of Thirty Congregations, Gathered According to the Primitive Pattern
(London: J.M., 1651) in Baptist Confessions of Faith, ed. William Lumpkin, rev.ed. (Valley Forge: Judson
Press, 1969), 177, 181-82. 
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Assembly explored avenues in which cooperation might better advance their efforts in
promoting the gospel and did not issue a new confession of faith.56  
Four years later, Sions Redemption and Original Sin Vindicated was published by 
George Hammon, another General Baptist.57  The dedicatory preface explained that he
wrote this volume in response to Hezekiah Holland, who had attacked his doctrinal views
in an unnamed book.  Of particular interest were his views on divine decrees, baptism,
feet washing, perseverance of the saints and salvation of infants.  Like John Smyth and
Thomas Helwys, Hammon rejected the practice of baptizing infants, since they were
unable to meet the requirements for baptism.  However he added a new element by
responding to some paedobaptists’ claim that sprinkling with water in baptism signified
the shedding of Christ’s blood for the recipients of grace, just as the sprinkling of blood
under the Old Testament was performed for spiritual cleansing.  He pointed out that the
gospel message never commanded infants to receive such a sprinkling as representative of
Christ’ shed blood.  In addition, a sprinkling of this sort would represent only the death of
Christ; whereas the scriptures teach that baptism represented both the death and
resurrection of Christ.58 
     56Cook, English Historical Facts, 126-27; Lumpkin, Baptist Confessions, 219. 
     57He was not listed in the Oxford Dictionary of National Biography, neither was he mentioned in
either White’s or Burrage’s histories.
     58George Hammon, Sions Redemption, and Original Sin Vindicated (London: G. Dawson, 1658),
i, 8-9, 49-50, 52, digital facsimile, in Baptist Library Online, http://www.baptistlibraryonline.com/library/
Hammon /zions_ redemption.pdf (accessed February 14, 2006).  John Calvin’s view of perseverance of the
saints held that the elect will continue living godly and never fall from grace.  Some have modified
Calvinism to mean that once someone becomes a Christian, they can never be lost again, regardless of any
degree of unrepentant sinfulness.
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Furthermore, Hammon rejected the argument that infant baptism was a type of
circumcision, which it has replaced.  He pointed out that circumcision was still being
practiced; so, if baptism has taken its place, why was it still being performed?  Moreover,
baptism was representative of spiritual circumcision, whereby disbelief was removed
from  converts’ hearts.59  He insisted that baptism was never intended to be performed by
sprinkling, saying, “sprinkling (the way which you use in the lieu of Baptism) is not the
way of God, but dipping, or plounging, or overwhelming, or thorrow washing the whole
man in water, is God’s way.”60  He also argued for a third ordinance, feet washing, be
added to baptism and holy communion.  Although he admitted that this practice might
seem strange, it was still commanded by the Lord and should be obeyed as a
demonstration of humility.  In citing the events of the Last Supper, he pointed out how
Jesus demonstrated feet washing as an ordinance by personal example and instruction to
his disciples, expecting them to adopt this practice.  Hammon stated, “although it may
seem strange to them . . . the washing of Disciples feet is an Ordinance of Christ . . .
therefore I shall not deny it before men, for I am not ashamed of the meanest of the waies
or ordinances of the Gospel, because I know, it is the power and wisdom of God.”61
Concerning divine decrees and predestination, Hammon built upon Helwys’
argument for general atonement, contending,
God did decree before the world was, (which is unalterable) to chose, sanctify,
justify, and glorify in his Son, the second Adam; so then they that are in Christ are
chosen ones, and then there is no condemnation to such as are in Christ Jesus; but
     59Hammon, Sions Redemption, 14-15.
     60Ibid. , 16.
     61Ibid. , 10.
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if they abide not in him, they will reap no benefit by him . . . as touching Election,
and Reprobation, God hath decreed unchangeably to save all that are in his Son;
namely, such as walk before him in Righteousness . . . he hath also unchangeably  
decreed, to render himself in flaming fire, to Everlasting destruction, of all that
walk in unrighteousness, and disobey the Gospel of his Son.  62   
 Contrary to Calvinism, God has not decreed who will be saved, but rather what kind of
person will be redeemed.  Salvation came only by responding to the message of Christ as
they acted upon it in faith.  He reasoned that despite God’s foreknowledge of man’s sins,
God had not decreed or predestined any wickedness to occur, since sin was the result of
man choosing to follow his own way instead of obeying God.  Rather, God has decreed
that everyone taking advantage of Christ’s mercies will live in a godly fashion and be
saved.  To him election was man exercising his will to accept God’s generous offer of
salvation, accompanied by continuing in obedience to God.  
This last point raised the question of perseverance, echoing The Faith and
Practise of Thirty Congregations of 1651.  Hammon maintained the possibility for a
person, who had genuinely accepted Christ, to again be lost if he returned to his sinful
lifestyle.  Hammon did not believe this meant God changed his mind or decree about that
person at all, since God’s decree that the godly have salvation remained constant.  The
change was not seen in God, but in man, who changed by returning to a life of
ungodliness.63   Hammon reminded his readers that Jesus had said “if the dayes (of his
coming) should not be shortened, no flesh should be saved, but for the Elects sake those
     62Hammon, Sions Redemption, 52, 62.                            
     63Ibid., 52-52, 60, 62;  The Faith and Practise of Thirty Congregations, 177, 181-82. 
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days shall be shortened.” [Matthew 24:22]64  He questioned the need for the days being
shortened for the elect’s salvation if Calvinists were correct in believing they could never
be lost.              
Closely intertwined with the concept of general atonement was that of ability,
whether or not every man possessed ability to accept God’s grace and be saved. 
Calvinists said God only gave the elect ability to accept grace and thereafter persevere
unto the end.  Hammon contended that the scriptures taught that God has given all men
the ability to turn to him and accept the gospel.  Otherwise, God expected man to do what
he lacked the ability to perform, then damning his soul for failing to obey.  Hammon
conceded though that there could come a time when someone lacked ability to be saved. 
This occurred when a person receiving the grace of God while continuing to live in sinful
ways, thereby failing to properly use the ability provided by God.  This resulted  the         
person’s heart becoming hardened, finally becoming unable to respond to God’s
command to godliness and salvation.65          
Two years after the publication of Sions Redemption, Hammon’s name was listed
as a signatory to A Brief Confession or Declaration of Faith, produced by the General
Assembly of General Baptists meeting in march 1660.  Since dissenters did not yet have
complete religious liberties, he was imprisoned at the Maidstone gaol for at least January
1660, because of practicing his faith.  The monarchy was restored in England on 29 May
of that same year, with the enthronement of Charles II.  Still, it was unclear whether or
not Hammon participated in the General Assembly discussions and perhaps helped shape
     64Hammon, Sions Redemption, 73.
     65Ibid., 65-68, 73-75.
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the confession, or if he signed the completed confession while in prison.  This Assembly
was not truly representative of the movement for England and Wales, as most of the
confession’s forty signatories came from the area around London.  Still, the resulting
1660 Confession contained statements compatible with general atonement theology,
though not as adamant concerning free will as was Helwys, the Confession of 1651 or
Denne.  As such, it contained at least a whiff of Calvinism within its pages, especially
when speaking of the elect.  It was uncertain whether or not this represented a wider trend
towards Calvinism.  Additionally, the salvation of un-baptized dying infants was 
reaffirmed, in contrast to Calvinism.66    
Another General Baptist minister, Thomas Grantham, actively promoted general
atonement doctrine.  Born in either 1633 or 1634, he was baptized as an adult at the age
of nineteen into the Baptist church in Boston, Lincolnshire.  He became a General Baptist
pastor at the age of twenty-two in 1656.  Grantham suffered persecution for practicing his
faith, experiencing incarceration in the Lincoln gaol during 1661.  He was listed as a
signatory to both the Second Humble Petition and Third Address to Charles II, seeking
release from prison.  After obtaining his freedom, Grantham was imprisoned again for
fifteen months in 1662.  He published The Prisoner against the Prelate while in prison,
seeking to defend his Baptist beliefs, as he had done in 1663 against accusations of
Catholic sympathies in The Baptist Against the Papist.  Grantham was again arrested in
     66James Blackmore, George Hammon, William Jeffery and John Reve,  The Humble Petition and
Representation of the Sufferings of Several Peaceable, and Innocent Subjects, Called by the Name of
Anabaptists (London: privately printed for Francis Smith, 1600), title page, 16, digital facsimile, in Baptist
Library Online, http://www.baptistlibrary online.com/library/ Jeffery/ petition. pdf (February 14, 2006); 
Oscar C. Burdick, “Thomas Grantham,” in Oxford Dictionary of National Biography, (2004); Cook,
English Historical Facts, 2; A Brief Confession or Declaration of Faith (London: G.D., 1660), in Baptist
Confessions of Faith, ed. William Lumpkin, rev.ed. (Valley Forge: Judson Press, 1969), 219-21, 224-28,
235; Cook, Stuart Age, 242-46.
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1664, following the enactment of the Conventicle Act.  Although this law was in force for
only four years, it declared non-Anglican religious meetings, consisting of five or more
people of separate households, to be illegal.  After subjection to public humiliation by
being forced to run through the city streets alongside mounted soldiers, he served a jail      
term of six months.  His steadfastness to the General Baptists must have been recognized,
since they elected him as a messenger in 1666.67 
Grantham was a prolific writer, producing at least a dozen more volumes in the
following twenty-six years.  In 1667, he published The Seventh Day Sabbath, where he
argued that although the New Testament dispensation requires Christians to worship God,
it was not ordained that this must occur on any particular day of the week.  Unlike most
other Baptists, Grantham registered for a ministerial licence as a dissenter under the
Declaration of Indulgence in 1672.  In 1674, he published A Religious Contest, which
was in part a transcription of a debate held by Grantham and William Fort at Blyton in
Lincolnshire.  The debate resulted from Fort attending some Baptist meetings in this area
and disturbing the congregants with his opposing views.  The balance of this volume was
a refutation of Dr. Stillingfleet’s volume A Rational Account of the Grounds of the
Protestant Religion.  Both portions of this work are concerned with Grantham’s defense
of believers’ baptism.  
He continued his assault against paedobaptism in 1676, with The Queries
Examined, Or, Fifty Anti-Queries Seriously Propounded to the People Called
Presbyterians.  He listed Presbyterian views on infant baptism point by point, then
     67Burdick, “Thomas Grantham”; Thomas Grantham, The Prisoner against the Prelate (London:
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presented his arguments to demonstrate the error of each.  Despite his vigorous defense of
Baptist doctrine, Grantham published A Friendly Epistle to the Bishops and Ministers of
the Church of England just four years later, in which he called upon all English              
Protestants to soften the sharpness of their sectarian debate and look for common
ground.68 
English political and ecclesiastical life entered a new  pro-Catholic period with
James II’s ascension in 1685.  In this environment, Grantham published four more works: 
 St. Paul’s Catechism; Presumption No Proof; Hear the Church: Or, An Appeal to the
Mother of Us All; and The Infants Advocate.  In these volumes he staunchly argued for
traditional General Baptist beliefs.  In pursuit of his Catholic policies, James II ignored
the Test Act of 1673 by appointing Catholics to positions in the government, military and
institutions of higher learning.  Baptists had as much to lose by this as other Protestants. 
The birth of his male heir in 1688 precipitated a ground swell of opposition to his house
continuing in power with its pro-Catholic advocacy.  
James II was forced to flee England with his family later that same year, coming
under the protection of the French Catholic king Louis XIV.  The Glorious Revolution
resulted with Mary, James II’s Protestant daughter and her husband William of Orange,
being installed as the new English monarchs in early 1689. This, and the Act of Settlement
     68Thomas Grantham, The Seventh-Day Sabbath (London: printed by the author, 1667), 2, 17,
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of 1701, permanently ended claims of rule by divine right, resulted in the supremacy of an
elected Parliament, and required all future monarchs be Protestants.  Moreover, the
adoption of the English Bill of Rights in 1689, along with subsequent legislation,
provided religious freedoms for Protestant dissenters.  Benefitting from this change
within the religious/political climate, General Baptists held a national Assembly in 1689,
with Grantham participating.  After thirty-six years of ministry, he died in January 1692.69
As has been seen in the discussion of John Smyth and Thomas Helwys, General
Baptists developed from a handful of English separatists that first came to embrace
believers’ baptism and later general atonement.  These men attempted to defend their
sect’s theological perspectives and promote their adoption among a broader audience in
England.  Despite persecution and imprisonment, other General Baptist pioneers such as
Henry Denne, George Hammon and Thomas Grantham debated those who rejected their
beliefs and worked to enlarge their fellowship throughout England.  Notwithstanding
some minor mid-century weakening of their Arminian language, as seen in the 1660 A
Brief Confession or Declaration of Faith, the General Baptists concluded the seventeenth
century with their general atonement doctrine intact.  General and Particular Baptists
united in the latter years of the nineteenth century, forming the Baptist Union of Great
Britain.  
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These Baptists decided to accommodate each others’ position on free will and
Calvinism, as their recent Declaration of Principle contained no references to either
views.  This may have been accomplished by agreeing to allow congregations to
independently settle these matters locally, while maintaining national unity.  As with
others migrating to the New World, General Baptists carried their faith with them,
becoming known in America as both either General Baptists and Free Will Baptists.  All
American Baptists of English origins owed their existence to these early General Baptists,
since they were seventeenth-century pioneers of believers’ baptism theology, with
domestic free will Baptists additionally indebted to them for promulgating general
atonement theology.70               
     70West Bridgford Church, “Baptists Roots,” West Bridgford Church, http://www. baptist.org.uk/
Baptists/family.htm (accessed April 21, 2006); West Bridgford Church, “Declaration of Principle,” West
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40
Chapter 3
American Free Will Baptists
Origins of American Free Will Baptists were diverse, not arising from a single
historical process, with many separate groups developing across the nation.  Although
they were all theological descendants of English General Baptists, the chronology,
location and manner of denominational formation differed widely.  The earliest of these
groups were Free Will Baptists of North Carolina, founded by Paul Palmer prior to 1729. 
New England Free Will Baptists formed later under the leadership of Benjamin Randall
in 1780.  They spelled their name as both Freewill Baptist and Free Will Baptist.  The
Free Will Baptist fellowship in Tennessee was founded by Robert Heaton in 1785, as an
outgrowth from Separate Baptists.1  Collectively, these Baptists were scattered across
New Hampshire, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Connecticut, Vermont, New York, New
Jersey, Pennsylvania, Delaware, Maryland, Virginia, Kentucky, the Western Territory,
North Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia, by the end of the eighteenth century.  An
ecclesiastical census of Baptist polities in 1790 revealed General Provision Baptists as a
rarity, with only 1,948 members, comprising 3.3 percent of total Baptist membership. 
     1U.S. Department of Commerce and Labor, Bureau of the Census, Religious Bodies: 1906, Part II
Separate Denominations: History, Description, and Statistics (Washington, D.C.: Government printing
Office, 1910), digital facsimile, 117-21, in U.S. Census Bureau, http://www2.census.gov/prod2/decennial/
documents/03322287no101-110_TOC.pdf (accessed August 23, 2001); U.S. Department of Commerce and
Labor, Bureau of the Census, Religious Bodies: 1916, Part II Separate Denominations: History,
Description, and Statistics (Washington, D.C.: Government printing Office, 1919), 108-10, digital
facsimile, in U.S. Census Bureau, http://www2.census.gov/prod2/decennial/documents/00190438p2_TOC.
pdf (accessed August 23, 2001); Davidson, 137-39, 193.  Separate Baptists originated from Separate
Congregationalists, due to the development of doctrinal schisms, particularly the adoption of believers’ only
baptism.  See C. C. Goen, Revivalism and Separatism in New England, 1740-1800: Strict
Congregationalists and Separate Baptists in the Great Awakening (Middletown, Connecticut: Wesleyan
University Press, 1987).  Free Will Baptists usually separated the spelling of their name, instead of Freewill. 
In this volume, the term free will was used in speaking about its doctrinal views and not in reference to a
particular denomination.  
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The other Baptist groups were Calvinistic having a combined membership of 58,398,
with these spread among Six Principle, Open Communion, Seventh Day and Regular
Baptists.2  A statement of Free Will Baptists’ beliefs declared, 
We are generally firm in the belief of the Trinity of God; the free moral agency of
man; his total depravity by the fall; the full and finished atonement by Christ; the
appearance of the grace of God that bringeth salvation to all men; justification by
faith; efficacious grace in conversion; the gift of the Holy Spirit of promise, as a
seal to true believers; their perseverance in grace, by living in obedience to God;
the assurance of eternal salvation to all such as endure to the end; the second
appearance of Christ; the general resurrection of the dead, and general judgment;
the eternal life and happiness of the righteous, and the everlasting punishment of
the wicked--indeed in every thing which is recorded in the Holy Bible.3
A comparison of these free will views with Calvinistic Baptists’ tenets of faith
showed evident theological contrasts, although all Baptists embraced baptism for
believers only.  These differences were evident in a then contemporaneous doctrinal
statement issued by the Primitive Baptists in West Tennessee, declaring,
We believe in the doctrine of election, and that God chose his people in Christ
before the foundations of the world. . . .We believe in the doctrine of original sin,
and man’s impotency to recover himself from the fallen state he is in by nature, by
his own free will and ability. . . .We believe in God’s own appointed time and
way, by means of which he has ordained the elect shall be called, converted,
regenerated and sanctified by the Holy Spirit. . . .We believe the Saints shall
persevere in grace, and never fall finally away; and that good works are the fruit of
Faith and follow after justification. . . .We believe that Baptism and the Lord’s       
     2General Provision doctrine held that Christ’s death was for atoning the sins of all people willing
to trust him for their salvation, free will and anti-Calvinistic in views; John Asplund,  The Annual Register
of the Baptist Denomination, in North-America; To the First of November, 1790 (Southampton County,
Virginia: privately printed, 1790; facsimile rept., Goodlettsville, Tennessee: Baptist Banner, 1979), 47. 
     3Allen Brown, ed., “Arminian Baptists,” Rhode-Island Baptist 1, no. 8 (May 1824): 177 (Ann
Arbor: University Microfilms, 1951), microfilm, APS II, reel 204.    
42
supper are ordinances of Jesus Christ; and believers are the only proper subjects;
and the only proper mode of baptism is by immersion.4
These two statements outlined three major doctrinal disputes, with election
standing at the heart of these differences.  The Calvinists maintained that God has chosen
those to be included among the elect, by divine decree.  These and no others could
possibly be saved.  As such, the death of Christ had only been efficacious for the elect,
resulting in limited or particular atonement.  Those embracing free will rejected these
views, arguing God has declared that all who will accept salvation can and may do so.  To
them, Christ’s atonement was potentially efficacious to all humanity, but actually
bestowed on those who believed and repented of their sins.  Man’s ability to act as a free
agent was embraced by the Freewill Baptists, though this was rejected by Calvinists since
they believed  that only those called to be in the elect possessed ability from God to
choose salvation.  
Concerning the perseverance of the saints, Calvinists maintained that the elect can
never fall away from the saving grace of God, since perseverence was based upon the
divine will for election and therefore independent of either man’s will or actions. 
Conversely, their free will opponents stressed the conditional nature of salvation.               
     4“Minutes of the Western District Baptist Association held at Birds Creek meeting house, Henry
County, Tennessee, on the 26th and 27 th days of September, 1823,” in Lewis M. Edgar, ed.,  A History of the
Primitive Baptists, In The Western Districts of Tennessee & Kentucky, Including The Western District
Association To The Division In 1828 & The Obion Association From Its Constitution in 1828 Up To 1880
(Paris, Tennessee: Intelligencer Job Print, 1881), 6-7. 
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Free Will Baptists saw the condition for perseverance as continuation of a life in saving
faith, marked by ongoing obedience to God.5       
Initial stirring of the First Great Awakening in the early eighteenth-century
marked the beginning of several decades characterized by a very broad arousal of
religious interest across America.  Hallmarks of this revivalistic movement were efforts
to evangelize the unconverted and call professing Christians away from spiritual
unconcern or coldness to a life of pietistic fervor.  George Whitefield played an important
role in the development of this religious awakening.  An English Methodist, he traveled
to America prior to the Revolutionary War, seeking to arouse religious concern in the
colonies.  His meetings were usually well attended, provoking many to seek Christian
spirituality.  He directly influenced the formation of the Freewill Baptists in New England
at the very end of his ministry, through the conversion of their founder, Benjamin
Randall.6 
Many religious bodies sought ways to broaden their impact during the
Awakening, well aware of the tremendous importance of using printed materials to
supplement their other efforts.  The Freewill Baptists understood this and openly
acknowledged the many ways printed media benefitted them.  They saw the combined
efforts of both pulpit and press as paramount means of spreading the gospel throughout
     5Ibid.; Brown, “Arminian Baptists,” 177.  Perseverance was a theological term referring to
Christians continuing in a state of salvation subsequent to their initial conversion.
     6Roger Finke and Rodney Stark, The Churching of America: Winners and Losers in Our Religious
Economy (New Brunswick, New Jersey: Rutgers University Press, 1992), 46-53; Clifton E. Olmstead,
History of Religion in the United States (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Printice-Hall, 1960), 155-71;
Gideon A. Burgess and John T. Ward, Free Baptist Cyclopaedia (n.p.: Free Baptist Cyclopaedia Co.,
1889), s.v. “Benjamin Randall,” digital facsimile, in Free Will Baptists,  http://www.freebaptist.net/
modules/wordbook/entry.php?entry ID=67 (accessed October 12,  2006); Religious Bodies: 1906, Part II,
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the world.  Printing was acclaimed as no less a divine institution for making Christian
knowledge available than preaching.  This was demonstrated in the publication of the
Bible, religious books, gospel tracts and church periodicals.  Periodicals provided a
steady means of doctrinal reinforcement and possible conversion of unbelievers.  For
Freewill Baptists, perhaps the most important initial feature of periodicals was their
ability to connect isolated congregations in the young American republic by
communicating news relevant to denominational efforts.7
A prime example of this during their formative years was John Buzzell’s quarterly 
periodical, A Religious Magazine, editing from his home in Parsonfield, Maine, though
initially printed in Enfield, New Hampshire.  Publication began in January 1811 and
continued until October 1812, and then discontinued for several years.  Resumption of the
publication began in August 1820, continuing until September 1822.8  There was a
marked difference of emphases between the two periods of publication.  In the earliest
one, Buzzell sought to give an account of the denomination’s founding and subsequent
early development.  Great attention was given to historical details, with little space used
to explain the differences between free will theology and Calvinism.  However, in 1820,
there was a complete reversal of emphases.  Frequent attention, and much space, was
given to pressing the case of free will doctrine.  It was unclear if this was simply a             
     7“The Pulpit and the Press,”  Religious Informer 4. (September 1823): 140-43 (Ann Arbor:
University Microfilms, 1951), microfilm, APS II, reel 198.
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reflection of  growing denominational consciousness of its free will distinctive, or a
perceived need to attack Calvinism for either defensive or offensive reasons.      
Benjamin Randall was a prominent figure in founding New England Free Will
Baptists.  His grandfather migrated from England to New Castle, New Hampshire at the
turn of the eighteenth century.  Randall’s father, born there in 1726, spent much of his life
as a sea captain before dying in 1790.  On 7 February 1749, Benjamin Randall was born
in New Castle.  For nine years of his early life, he spent his time at sea with his father,
until he was nineteen.  Since sea life did not suit him, he spent the next three years as an
apprentice sail-maker before returning home to New Castle, where he married Joanna
Oram in 1771.9  
Randall heard George Whitefield preach at Portsmouth, Maine in the fall of 1770, 
only days before Whitefield’s unexpected death.  Randall was converted to Christianity a
few days later, joining the Congregational church the following year along with his wife. 
Within the next three years, he became convinced that infant baptism was unscriptural,
embracing baptism for believers only and this to be administered through immersion. 
These views combined with Randall’s perceived spiritual coldness of his home church,
resulting in the formation of a small group of like-minded people who conducted
meetings separate from the other members.  In 1775, he formally withdrew from
Congregationalism, submitted to baptism the following year and began preaching from a
Baptist perspective.10  These events followed a common pattern experienced by many
Congregationalists during this period, for divergence had developed within
     9Burgess.
     10Ibid.
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Congregationalism.  This was due in part to some embracing the evangelistic efforts of
the Great Awakening, while others either rejected the Awakening  as altogether
unscriptural or too extreme.  Through this process a number of Congregationalists
withdrew from their fellowship and became Separates.11  Some of these stepped even
further away doctrinally and became Baptists, by rejecting infant baptism in favor of a
believers’ baptism.12
Upon invitation from some inhabitants in New Durham, New Hampshire, the
Randalls moved there in the spring of 1778.  He bought land there, supporting his family
by farming, also preaching locally and as a traveling evangelist.  Although Randall was a
Baptist preacher, he was not Calvinistic and soon ran afoul of those from that persuasion
because of his free will message.  Still, he was ordained as an evangelist in April 1780,
leading in the formation of a Baptist church in New Durham that summer.  Within a year,
the congregation grew to twenty adult members.13  
A few other ministers in the area became convinced that Randall’s free will
beliefs were correct, joining him in ministry.  Two of these were Pelatiah Tingley from
Sanford, Maine and Samuel Weeks in Gilmanton, New Hampshire, both helping to
provide leadership to the fledgling free will movement.  Tingley possessed a classical
education, with his knowledge of Greek and Hebrew proving useful in opposing
Calvinistic doctrine.  Because of their evangelistic and church planting efforts, a number
     11Separates was the label given to Congregationalists who split off from its denominational body;
that is they separated from Congregationalism. 
     12Goen, Revivalism and Separatism in New England, 115-58, 206-15.  
     13Burgess.
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of Free Will Baptist congregations were formed over the course of their ministries.  The
Free Will Baptists’ ecclesiastical structure was based upon independent local
congregations.  These cooperated with each other to form associations utilizing Quarterly
Meetings to facilitate coordination of pioneering efforts, provide ministerial fellowship
and create a venue for special services open to the public.  These meetings were
inaugurated on 6 December 1783, at New Durham.  Extensive evangelistic efforts
resulted in gradual denominational growth.  The Free Will Baptists had eighteen
ministers and a combined membership of about 400 by 1790.  Their growth necessitated
the formation of numerous associations for their Quarterly Meetings.  This in turn
resulted in the institution of Yearly Meetings in 1791, since churches needed to be close
enough to each other to make meetings as convenient as possible.  In this manner, an
overarching structure for connecting all Quarterly Meetings was put in place, thereby
creating a more complex ecclesiastical entity.14 
Despite Randall’s achievements as a pioneer pastor and denominational founder,
he was not known to have delineated his personal doctrinal views in print.  However, he
did edit and reprint Henry Alline’s volume, Two Mites Cast into the Offering of God for
the Benefit of Mankind.  In this manner, Randall endorsed Alline’s anti-Calvinistic       
     14Buzzell, “A Short History of the Church of Christ, Gathered at New Durham, N.H. 1780,”  A
Religious Magazine 1, no. 1 (January 1811): 4, 10, 13-14, (Ann Arbor: University Microfilms, 1951),
microfilm, APS II, reel 202; John Buzzell,  “A Short History of the Church of Christ, Gathered at New-
Durham, N.H. 1780,”  A Religious Magazine 1, no. 2 (April 1811): 60 (Ann Arbor: University Microfilms,
1951), microfilm, APS II, reel 202; Ebenezer Chase,  “A General View of the Freewill-Baptist
Connection,” Religious Informer, and Free-will-Baptist Register 3, no. 12 (December 1822): 12 (Ann
Arbor: University Microfilms, 1951), microfilm, APS II, reel 197;  Brown,  Rhode-Island Baptist 1 no. 8
(May 1824): 177; Burgess, “Benjamin Randall,” 3-4.
48
theology, making it available in a well argued and systematic volume.15  John Buzzell
also discussed Randall’s views in his Religious Magazine.  He portrayed Randall as
believing,
    1. That all men have sinned, and come short of the glory of God.  2. That Jesus
Christ has died for all men; and, by the grace of God, hath tasted death for every
man.  3.  That the grace of God which bringeth salvation, hath appeared to all
men.  4. That Christ’s ministers are commanded to go into all the world, and
preach the gospel to every creature; and that ‘he that believeth and is baptized,
shall be saved, but he that believeth not shall be damned.’16
Like the seventeenth-century English General Baptists before him, Randall
embraced general atonement as provided by the death of Christ, rather than particular
atonement as held by Calvinists.  He taught that Christ’s death was general in the sense
that it was  intended to benefit all men and not just for some particular men, or elect,
whom Calvinists believed God had predestined only for salvation.  For Randall the key to
understanding divine election was grounded in what he believed scriptures taught about
both the love of God and the will of man: that God, in his love, has provided the means of
salvation to everyone through the sacrifice of Christ, and that reception of this salvation
was dependent upon people believing and accepting the gospel.  Although God desired
the salvation of all men, only those who accepted Christ in saving faith actually received
the salvation and forgiveness genuinely offered.17   
     15Burgess, 3-4; Henry Alline, Two Mittes Cast into the Offering of God for the Benefit of Mankind,
ed. Benjamin Randal (Dover: Samuel Bragg, [1804]), title page, 1-27, digital facsimile, in Free Will
Baptists, http://www.freebaptist.net/uploads/img40e375b2445dd.jpg (accessed October 12, 2006).  
     16Buzzell,  “A Short History,”  A Religious Magazine 1, no. 1( January 1811): 3. 
     17Buzzell,  “A Short History,”  A Religious Magazine 1, no. 1 (January 1811): 3.  Theologically,
atonement is the act by which sinful man is forgiven the penalty of sins, due to Christ suffering the
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In these early days of Freewill Baptists’ formation, John Buzzell was introduced
to their teachings, later becoming one of their notable leaders.  He was born on 16
September 1766 in Barrington, New Hampshire.  His family moved to Middleton while
he was very young, then living in Wakefield until he was seventeen.  After turning
twenty-one, he was granted certification as a schoolteacher, whereupon he opened a
school in New Durham in January 1790, becoming acquainted with Benjamin Randall. 
Buzzell not only attended services conducted by Randall, but also visited him in his home
as a seeker of religion.  During this winter school-term Buzzell underwent conversion,
giving testimony of achieving great peace of mind because of his experience.  He married
a Ms. Anna from Hollis, Maine that fall and moved back to Middleton.18  
During April 1791, Buzzell began his preaching ministry in Middleton, without
the benefit of ministerial recognition by any religious body.  He later recalled that he
spoke to a crowded Sunday congregation, using the text of Psalm 118:8-9, “ ‘It is better to
trust in the Lord, than to put confidence in man.  It is better to trust in the Lord, than to
put confidence in princes.’ ”19  This suggested he argued for freedom of will before an
overwhelmingly Calvinistic community.  As such, he would have reasoned that trusting
in the Lord meant accepting the scriptures teaching free will at face value while rejecting
Calvinistic doctrine, since he saw doing otherwise as trusting in man’s extra-biblical
thinking.  This inference has been drawn from two premises.  He had after all experienced
conversion under the ministry of Randall, an adamant Free Will Baptist.  Moreover, a
public uproar resulted from the delivery of this discourse, when some listeners were
     18Burgess.
     19Buzzell,  “A Short History,”  A Religious Magazine 1, no. 2 (April 1811): 60.          
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moved to tears, accepting his teaching as the gospel, while others ridiculed him,
suggesting he should be burned at the stake as a deceiver and purveyor of false doctrine.20
Buzzell sought public acceptance of his views by using this sermon as a
springboard for an ongoing series of religious meetings.  People from a wide variety of
denominational backgrounds attended since they wanted to hear for themselves what he
was promoting, some traveled as much as twenty miles.  Congregationalists viewed him
as a separatist and adherent of New Light Theology, with Calvinistic Baptists labeling
him a freewiller, since he promoted general atonement.21  On the other hand, still others
called him a Quaker, or simply a Christian.  It was not long after the initiation of these
services that eight people accepted his message, converting to free will Christianity. 
These joined Buzzell in forming a small congregation without denominational affiliation. 
They preferred to call themselves the Church of Christ instead of Baptists, seeking to
recapture the essence of the New Testament church, using the scriptures as “their only
rule of faith and practice; and to believe, preach, practice, and deal with each other as they
direct.”22  This was the same basic position held by seventeenth-century Baptists before
them.23
     20Ibid., 60-61.
     21New Light theology was the label given to those within Reformed Protestantism espousing new
doctrinal views, particularly those participating in the Great Awakening.  See Clifton E. Olmstead, History
of Religion in the United States, 306-07.
     22Buzzell, “A Short History,” A Religious Magazine 1, no. 2 (April 1811): 61.
     23Ibid., 61-63; Smyth, Differences of the Churches of the Seperation , ii; Ebenezer Chase,
“Beyond the Atlantic,” Religious Informer, and Free-will-Baptist Register 6 no. 12 (December 1825): 184,
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Forty converts were added to the fledgling congregation within three months,
from both Middleton and adjoining areas.  Randall baptized Buzzell this same year, with
the rest of his followers also submitting to adult baptism.  The Middleton Church of
Christ became connected, or in association, with Randall’s Free Will Baptists based in
New Durham.  Buzzell thereby became part of a wider Free Will Baptist evangelistic
thrust, in cooperation with other ministers in the association.  On 25 October 1792, the
Free Will Baptists convened an assembly at Middleton, which examined and approved
Buzzell for ordination.  Randall gave the ordination sermon to a crowd of about a
thousand people, in a service apparently held outdoors.24  He used II Corinthians 6:20 as
his text, “ ‘Now then we are ambassadors for Christ, as though God did beseech you by
us; we pray you in Christ’s stead, be reconciled to God.’ ”25 His appeal called upon
listeners to exercise their free will in accepting God’s offer of salvation to all men, flying
in the face of local Calvinistic proponents.  Several years later the Free Will congregation
in Parsonfield, Maine asked Buzzell to assume the pastorate there, due to the poor health
of their pastor, Samuel Weeks.  On 30 March 1798, he left Middleton and relocated to
Parsonfield, serving as its pastor for the next sixty-five years.26
The Free Will Baptists held two cardinal qualifications for ordaining ministers. 
Candidates were required to appear before a committee of ordained ministers for
examination to determine whether credible evidence of spiritual rebirth was present.  A
     24Buzzell, “A Short History,” A Religious Magazine 1, no. 2 (April 1811): 61-63; Buzzell, “A
Short History,” A Religious Magazine 1, no. 3 (August 1811): 91-93. 
     25Ibid., 93.        
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candidate was also expected to demonstrate their calling into the preaching ministry to the
satisfaction of the committee.  Once ordained, ministers were given neither
denominational financial support nor constraints as to the geographical scope of their
ministry.  Theirs was an itinerant ministry, as Buzzell delineated, 
They are allowed to know duty for themselves; and to preach the gospel, when,
and where the Lord bids them without being under the control or superintendence
of any man, or number of men, to tell them when, and where they shall go, and
how long they shall stay.  They go forth town to town and preach the gospel
freely, agreeably to the command of Christ: ‘Freely ye have received, freely
give.’27
This approach to ministry acted to encourage itinerating over large areas, exposing their
message to as broad an audience as possible.  However, it was not expected that they
should completely cover their own expenses, as those who benefitted from their
ministries were encouraged to use their resources to meet the ministers’ material needs.28
Through these means, the Free Will Baptists grew from only four organized
congregations in 1792 to forty congregations by 1805.  About thirty of these churches
were dispersed across much of New Hampshire, with others in Maine and some spillage
over into Vermont.  By this time their cumulative membership role was at 2,500.  This
did not reflect the actual attendance at their meetings, which Buzzell asserted to have
been several thousand more.  Benjamin Randall died of tuberculosis on 22 October 1808,
following a final nine-month battle with the disease.  Buzzell officated at his funeral on
the 26th, where the Free Will Baptists’ founder was awarded much respect and
     27John Buzzell, “A Short History of the Church of Christ, Gathered at New-Durham, N.H. 1780,” 
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recognition for his labors.  The Yearly Conference convened a few days after Randall’s
funeral, with Buzzell selected to replace him as the denomination’s General Secretary. 
He published the first Free Will Baptist hymnal in 1823, as well as a biography, The Life
of Benjamin Randall, in 1827.  He served the denomination in many leadership capacities
during his years of ministry.  He was still pastor in Parsonfield, Maine when he died at
the advanced age of ninety-six on 29 March 1863.29 
Before the cessation of A Religious Magazine in 1820, Ebenezer Chase began
publishing the Religious Informer, and Free-will-Baptist Register in July 1819, from
Enfield, New Hampshire.  However, publication only continued until the end of 1825. 
His efforts seemed to be directed toward informing the Free Will Baptist constituency of
current religious events and to promote their views.30  Its material displayed considerable
statistical information about the denomination and numerous articles defending free will
theology against Calvinism.  
In 1823, a Free Will Baptist publication, not formally aligned with Randall’s
group, issued its first volume, The Rhode-Island Baptist.  Allen Brown was its editor,
with publication proceeding from Providence, Rhode Island.  The Calvinistic Baptists had
expelled Brown because of his views on free will.  However, he did not formally join
with Randall’s branch of the movement until the fall of 1827.  Although similar to the
Religious Informer, his publication was decidedly more philosophical and theological in
its content, strongly debating Calvinists within its pages.  This tone may have been
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reflective of his ejection from the Calvinists, seeking to perhaps justify his views or
persuade others to join him.31  Brown rejected Calvinism’s unconditional election, in
rebuttal exclaiming, 
    For ourselves, we believe that God, though a sovereign, is one of goodness and
truth--swaying the sceptre of the universe in the most perfect rectitude--requiring
of his creatures, only according to their ability, whether natural or moral.  We
believe there is a hope for the heathen.  But, on no better authority, we confess,
than that of Peter and other sacred writers.  To quote one, may be sufficient: Peter
declared to Cornelius and a little band with him, expressly assembled to hear the
word of God, that God is no respecter of persons, but in every nation, he that
feareth him, and worketh righteousness, is accepted with him.  We also believe in
the eternal salvation of all infants.  But here again, we are obliged to say, that we
have no better authority than Christ our Lord.  He, the precious Redeemer has
said, ‘of such is the kingdom of heaven.’32
Brown did not see the scriptures teaching that God had unconditionally elected
those who would become Christians, while rejecting the remainder of humanity and
leaving them without any possible hope of salvation.  Rather, he saw God as both desiring
and making it possible for anyone to experience salvation upon hearing the gospel.  He
decried their doctrine of damnation for un-baptized children dying in infancy.33  In
addressing the Calvinists’ belief in divine decrees, Brown contended, 
You cannot require of us, said we, to believe the Decrees of God, as stated by
Calvin, . . . unless we conscientiously think that the Bible contains them; . . . the
Scriptures fairly interpreted, afford them no authority for the articles of their
creed; . . .The Lord makes man in his own image, and gives him a law, which if he 
     31Allen Brown,  Rhode-Island Baptist 1, (October 1823): title page, (Ann Arbor: University
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transgresses, his life must pay the forfeiture.  These circumstances seem to
declare, that he is a free moral agent.34        
In typical free will form, Brown refused to accept the Calvinistic doctrine of divine
decrees, arguing this was clearly not taught in scripture.  He insisted that the very nature
of man’s ability to choose right from wrong supported the belief that man could also
choose to accept the gospel and be saved.  Man’s salvation was not dependent upon
whether or not God has decreed, or chosen, particular individuals as the elect.
Another argument for free will theology in the Rhode Island Baptist was given in
an article submitted by an otherwise unidentified person, O.F.B., entitled “Free
Salvation,” saying 
Some reasons for believing the doctrines of Free Salvation, by which I mean
that Christ, by the grace of God, hath tasted death for every man, that salvation is
possible for all, and that Election and Perseverance to eternal life, are conditional.
. . .God in . . . His goodness. . . . is not limited to the elect--the favourites of
heaven.”35  
This free will view encouraged these Baptists to see scriptures dealing with predestination
from a conditional perspective.  They believed that God had not chosen anyone for either
salvation or damnation.  Rather, people determined their own fate by either meeting the
conditions for salvation through faith and repentance, or rejecting the gospel and being
damned.
Brown concluded publication of the Rhode Island Baptist in the fall of 1824, with
his last three issues containing a serialized article, “Beauties of Free Salvation,” used to
make a final argument for free will theology.  He reasoned with his readers from the
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fundamental premise of free will thought, citing Hebrews 2:9, that Christ “ ‘by the grace
of God should taste death for every man,’ ” arguing that such a system of salvation was
based upon the principle of God’s justice.36  God held people accountable for their own
actions, of those they were capable of performing.  It would be an injustice for God to
punish men for not turning from their sins, if they lacked freedom of moral agency to
make that choice.  God was just in his plans and actions with men because he was
impartial.37  Attempting to prove this, he pointed out John 3:16, where Jesus said that, “
‘God so loved the world, [not the elect] that he gave his only begotten son, that
whosoever believeth on him should not perish but have everlasting life.’ ”38
Brown also argued that free will theology provided the basis for belief in infant
salvation.  He pointed out that most Calvinists believed a large percentage of infants
dying in infancy were destined to eternal damnation, due to God’s decrees of election.  He
rejected this position on two grounds, the innocence of young children and the
underdeveloped state of their moral agency.  He understood Jesus having taught adults to
become like little children, saying this was required for them to enter the kingdom of
God.  It would stand to reason then that small children must have been acceptable to God. 
Since younger children did not possess developed mental capacities, they were unable to
exercise moral choices, consequently unable to transgress the laws of God.  He extolled
the virtues of free will in the area of gospel preaching as well.  If one proceeded from the
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premise that it was God’s will for everyone to be saved and that he has also provided the
means for this to occur, these removed the question of whether or not God desired the
salvation for a particular individual hearing the gospel.  This view eliminated a possible
objection to the position of conditional election of those exposed to gospel preaching. 
Election was conditional on the grounds of a person’s  acceptance of the gospel
message.39
Brown promoted free will theology on the grounds of both its comforting nature
and the way it gave greater glory to God than Calvinism.  Comfort was found in the belief
that God will judge the righteous of all nations according to the spiritual light that they
had available to them at the time.  Backsliders could be comforted by the knowledge that
God was willing to accept their repentance and receive them back into salvation. 
Christians were offered encouragement by the knowledge that God willed their salvation,
despite their struggles with sin and other difficulties in life.  Christ could assure penitent
sinners of their reception if they would come to him.  Lastly, Brown believed free will
theology gave greater glory to God, since Christians respond to his grace by their own
choice,  rather than God’s irresistible will compelling them to do so.40    
Free Will Baptists frequently suffered inequities, discrimination and persecution. 
These came from either their efforts to exercise their beliefs personally, or in evangelizing
others.  Buzzell cited some examples of these in his Religious Magazine, which involved
their ministers.  In one instance, Benjamin Randall responded to an invitation to explain
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his free will message at a meetinghouse close to the Kennebec River.  He was confronted
there by a local pastor and forced to vacate the facilities.  Randall responded by leaving
the building and preaching from atop a nearby grave.  On another occasion, he was in the
process of baptizing several converts in a millpond at Philipsburg.  The millpond owner
happened upon the scene and flew into a rage, as he was strongly opposed to Free Will
Baptists.  He first attempted to stop the baptismal service by opening the spillway and
draining off the water.  When this proved ineffective, he threw clubs at Randall, before      
trying to strike him in the face with his fist.  Randall was nonetheless unhurt and
completed the service.41         
In another incident, when Pelatiah Tingley entered a town to preach, he was met
by a constable seeking to serve a warrant ordering him to leave the area.  Buzzell
maintained that the constable was so upset by this confrontation that he shook violently,
reluctantly carrying out his orders to use his authority against a minister.  He was unable
to read the warrant while in this state so Tingley took the warrant and read it for him. 
Resistance to their ministries was not always as humorous as this, as they sometimes
suffered bodily harm at the hands of their detractors.  John Cotton, one of their more
gifted speakers, was often manhandled, struck or even stoned.  He was once literally
dragged into the street from the meetinghouse by his heels.  Such was the opposition
often encountered by these free will preachers.  Buzzell maintained that persecution drove
their ministers to pray in search of wisdom.  They also felt compelled to dig more deeply  
     41Buzzell,  “A Short History,”  A Religious Magazine 1, no. 1 (January 1811): 5-8.
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Biblical studies for greater insights into free will theology, giving them better preparation
for convincing their opponents.42
Free Will Baptists also suffered financially for their beliefs.  In New Hampshire
and Massachusetts, examples of government sponsored religious discrimination were
readily apparent.  These Baptists were not officially recognized by their states of
residence as a religious denomination.  As such, they were required by law to support
other denominations through ecclesiastical taxes.  Neither state had seen any need to
disestablish their churches, even though it had been over a decade since the federal Bill of
Rights’ adoption.  This was viewed as grossly unfair by the Free Will Baptists, since they
did not attend services of these other denominations, believing doctrinally, they could not
in good conscience support them financially either.  Some who refused to pay
experienced seizure and sale of their properties to satisfy these taxes, while others
suffered imprisonment.  In order to respond in a manner consistent with law-abiding
citizens,  Free Will Baptists sought to have the tax burden removed by gaining
denominational recognition from the state.  They appointed John Shephard and Joseph
Young to present their petition for an act of incorporation before the New Hampshire
Legislature.43 
  It was soon decided that obtaining a resolution from the legislature recognizing
Free Will Baptists as a distinct religious body would be less costly than incorporation and
still exempt them from ecclesiastical taxes.  Their resolution’s summary stated, “ ‘In the
     42Buzzell, “A Short History,” A Religious Magazine 1, no. 2 (April 1811): 42-43, 55-56; Buzzell,
“A Short History,” A Religious Magazine 1, no. 1 (January 1811): 8.
     43Buzzell, “A Short History, ” A Religious Magazine 1, no. 8 (October 1812): 255-56. 
60
House of Representatives, December 7th, 1804, Resolved, That the people in this State,
commonly known by the name of Freewill Antipedo Baptist Church and Society, shall be
considered as a distinct religious sect or denomination, with all the privileges as such,
agreeable to the Constitution.’ ”44 The bill’s wording reflected how Baptists were still
seen as anti-infant baptizers, rather than in the more positive light of adult believer
baptizers.  This same societal view was held by the seventeenth-century English.  The
approved bill was forwarded to the State Senate, where it also passed.  Although the
governor was unwilling to sign the bill, it became law despite his opposition.  Legislation
to incorporate all Free Will Baptists in Massachusetts was then introduced to its
legislature, but the measure failed.  Several local congregations were later able to gain
approval for incorporation individually.45
The New Hampshire law recognizing Freewill Baptists apparently prompted John
Buzzell to strive for crystal clarity in explaining his denomination’s actual name in a
lengthy discussion in the preface of his very first edition of A Religious Magazine in
1811.  He carefully distinguished between what the Free Will Baptists called themselves
within the church community and what outsiders called them.  They reluctantly allowed
use of the name Free Will Baptists in reference to their fellowship, although they really
thought of themselves as the Church of Christ and spoke of themselves as such.  Buzzell
used the label Church of Christ as his denomination’s name within the title for the
serialized account of their early history.  He sought to make a distinction between the
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name Free Will Baptists, as used for the church’s business with the community or state,
and Church of Christ, referring to the spiritual existence of the church and its internal
business.  Buzzell was quick to mention that their first church was gathered at New
Durham, calling itself the Church of Christ.  
He was mildly critical of other ministers in his denomination thatused the name
Free Will Baptists indiscriminately.  He attributed this to a lack of understanding on their
part despite their best intentions in such usage.46  Not all shared Buzzell’s sentiments, as
his denomination came to officially accept the name Free Will Baptists, using this label in
internal conference minutes as early as 1827.  It was noteworthy that he was present as a
delegate from New Hampshire, serving on the doctrinal committee at the same
conference where this usage was  instituted for the Free Will Baptist fellowship.  If there
was internal debate on this issue, it was not mentioned in the official minutes.47 
The Free Will Baptists had grown sufficiently by 1822 that it was necessary to       
conduct five Yearly Meetings in order to facilitate their business, with one held in New
Hampshire, two in Maine, one in New York and a fifth one in Vermont.  The combined
Yearly and Quarterly meetings were referred to as the Connection.  The entire Connection
had 158 ordained ministers, 213 churches and about 10,025 members.  By 1825, the
denomination had spread into Ohio and Pennsylvania, requiring the addition of two more
Yearly Meetings.  They also increased to 190 ordained ministers, 273 churches and total
membership calculated at 16,348.  In 1827, the Free Will Baptists’ growth prompted them
to formalize the Connection by having their first General Conference, thereby
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institutionalizing a structure overarching the several Yearly Meetings.  Representatives
from across the country attended the conference, hosted in Tunbridge, Vermont on 11        
October.  In addition to matters of initially creating a General Conference, its primary
concerns pertained to doctrine, ministry and local church polity.48
The Free Will Baptists issued their first denominationally official doctrinal
statement from the General Conference the following year, which directly related to free
will theology.  Samuel Hutchins, delegate from the Maine Eastern Yearly Meeting,
inquired of the conference as to the efficacious extent of Christ’s atoning death.  The
question was referred to a committee appointed to consider the matter, with their
recommendation adopted by the conference.49  The resolution declared, 
Agreed, that by the atonement made by Jesus Christ, all the condemnation of the
first transgression is removed from Adam’s posterity.  By the atonement, all the
family of man are privileged with a state of probation, and with the gospel of the
Son of God, or perfect law of liberty; and all who transgress the law of Christ, and
repent thereof, and believe in the gospel, have by the Holy Spirit the application of
the blood of Christ made to them; and are thereby justified from all their sins, and
have confidence with God.  So that in effect, all the favors received by man in
time and eternity, come to him through the atonement of Christ.50
Clearly, the General Conference reaffirmed the Freewill Baptists’ belief in the
general atonement of Christ.  This resolution was important in providing them a venue to
     48Chase, “A General View of the Freewill-Baptist Connection,”  177-78; Selah Barrett, “Letter
from Br. Selah Barrett, to the Editor, dated Rutland, Meigs Co. Ohio. July 14 th, 1823,” Religious Informer,
and Free-will-Baptist Register 4 no. 9 (September 1823): 129,  (Ann Arbor: University Microfilms, 1951),
microfilm, APS II, reel 198; Ebenezer Chase, “State of the Freewill Baptist Connection,” Religious
Informer, and Free-will-Baptist Register 6 no. 12 (December 1825): 177-78, 184, (Ann Arbor: University
Microfilms, 1951), microfilm, APS II, reel 198; “Minutes of the First General Conference,” 21-28.
     49“Minutes of the Second General Conference. Held in Sandwich, N.H., October 9, 1828,” in
Minutes of the General Conference of the Free Will Baptist Connection (Dover: Free Will Baptist Printing
Establishment, 1859), 29-30, 33-34, digital facsimile, in Baptist Library Online, http://www.baptistlibrary
online.com/library/generalconference/second.pdf (accessed October 23, 2006).  
     50Ibid., 33-34. 
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speak directly for themselves, rather than through one of their independently operated
periodicals.  David Marks, delegate from the New Holland Yearly Meeting, addressed the
issue of open communion during the 1830 General Conference, with his motion to accept
this practice adopted by the conference.  They agreed that since Holy Communion was to
be celebrated by the saints of God, all Christians should be allowed to participate in local
communion services, regardless of individual denominational membership.  Still, each
congregation was to ascertain whether those wanting to participate in communion
possessed credible Christian testimony prior to serving them.51  
By the 1831 General Conference the denomination had increased to include 427
ministers, with 319 of these having already advanced to the ordination level, and 23,666
members spread across seven Yearly Meeting areas.  This conference decided five
doctrinal issues.  Only credentialed ministers were authorized to administer the
ordinances of baptism and communion, with deacons enjoined from such officiation. 
Concerning Christology, belief in the divinity of Christ was reasserted through a lengthy
discussion.  The Free Will Baptists rejected the doctrine of annihilation in connection
with the eternal damnation of the wicked.  In considering whether the washing of the feet
should be an ordinance of the church, they decided that members should individually
make up their own minds on the matter, as the scriptures did not clearly speak to the
question one way or another.  Neither view was to be an occasion for excluding one from
     51“Minutes of the Fourth General Conference.  Held at Greenville, R.I., October 14, 1830,” in
Minutes of the General Conference of the Free Will Baptist Connection (Dover: Free Will Baptist Printing
Establishment, 1859), 49-53, digital facsimile, in Baptist Library Online, http://www.baptistlibraryonline.
com/library/general conference/fourth.pdf (October 23, 2006). Open communion was a service in which
both church members and non-members are allowed to partake in the communion.  In closed communion,
only church members were invited to participate.        
64
fellowship.52  As with the 1828 General Conference, they affirmed a free will position,
but used language somewhat more adamant.53  They said, “that full pardon and
reconciliation through the merits of his [Christ’s] death are freely offered to all who have
sinned actively or against known law, on the condition of their repentance and faith in
Jesus Christ.”54  The maturing Free Will Baptists’ fellowship developed a number of
denominational ministries.  These included efforts in expanding missionary activities, the
anti-slavery movement, Christian education and publications.55 
Free Will Baptists of New England celebrated the centennial of their founding in
1880, having grown to include 1,446 churches, 1,442 ministers and 80,520 members. 
Their territorial area extended well beyond New England, as far west as Nebraska,   
southward into North Carolina and Kentucky.  This growth required 166 quarterly
meetings and forty-one yearly meetings to facilitate organizational needs.  Causes for
growth could not be credited to new church plants alone, as new affiliations with the
national organization by independently arising congregations also occurred.  However,
numerical growth was mixed during the next quarter century, since membership grew to
     52Ibid. Christology was that portion in the body of Christian theology dealing with the person of
Christ. The doctrine of annihilation accepted belief that the wicked dead will cease to exist following the
Last Judgment and not suffer in the lake of fire for eternity.  Washing of the saints feet was the practice of
Christians participating in a ritualistic washing of each others feet, in imitation of Jesus doing this at the
Last Supper.    
     53“Minutes of the Fifth General Conference.  Held at Wilton, Maine.  October 12, 1831,” in
Minutes of the General Conference of the Free Will Baptist Connection (Dover: Free Will Baptist Printing
Establishment, 1859), 59-60, 62-66, digital facsimile, in Baptist Library Online, http://www.baptistlibrary
online.com/library/generalconference/ fifth.pdf (accessed October 23, 2006).  
     54Ibid., 64.
     55“Chronological Table,” in Minutes of the General Conference of the Free Will Baptist
Connection (Dover: Free Will Baptist Printing Establishment, 1859), 1-2., digital facsimile, in Free
Baptists, http://www.freebaptist.net/modules/wiwimod/index.php?page=GenConfChartFour back=Gen
ConfMinutes (accessed October 23, 2006).
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over 81,360, but their number of churches declined to 1,346.  Their territorial size
increased with churches established across the middle and deep South, with a few others
in the West including two in California.  
Despite their small beginning, Baptist organizations adhering to free will doctrine
were spread across most of the United States by the late nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries.  According to the census of Religious Bodies, there were 32,936,445 American
adherents associated with religious bodies in 1904.  Baptists had fourteen denominational
bodies, with 5,662,234 communicants in the United States, amounting to a little over 17
percent of  total adherents.  Five of these bodies espoused free will, the Free Baptists
(with 81,359 members), Freewill Baptists (with 40,280 members), General Baptists (with
30,097 members), Freewill Baptists (Bullockites with 298 members) and United
American Freewill Baptists (African-American with 14,489 members).  Their total
membership was 166,523 or nearly 3 percent of the Baptist total.  Although still present
on the American scene, General Provision Baptists were still an extreme minority after
over a hundred years of evangelistic endeavors.56      
By 1906, Free Will Baptists in the Northeast had lost the fervency for free will
views that they possessed in earlier years.  The number of vocal differences with other
Baptists were decreasing, exhibiting a widespread trend towards greater denominational
cooperation.  These efforts focused on the Northern Baptist Convention, with its much
larger membership of 1,052,105, compared to the 81,359 adherents of Northeastern Free
     56The Centennial Record of Freewill Baptists, 1780-1880 (Dover, New Hampshire: The Printing
Establishment, 1881), 239-41, digital facsimile, in Google Books,  http://books.google.com/books?id=Qocr
AAAAYAAJ&printsec=frontcover&dq=The+Centennial+Record+of+Freewill+Baptists&hl=en&ei=FtGCT
ZG3CsW_tgeareS0BA&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=2&ved=0CDYQ6AEwAQ#v=onepage
&q&f=false (accessed April 20, 2010); Religious Bodies: 1906, 30-31, 117-19; Religious Bodies: 1906,
Part II Separate Denominations, 43-45.
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Will Baptists.  Committees from the national offices of both Northern Baptists and Free
Will Baptists began a series of union conferences in 1904.  Four years later this resulted
in the adoption of an agreement indicating the absence of any true impediment to
unification.  At the Free Baptists’1911 General Conference it was agreed to begin
merging by turning over their several denominational societies to Northern Baptists.  
This process continued on the state level until completion of the merger. 
Although no formal doctrinal compromises were made with this union, Northern
Baptist’s better than ten to one numerical advantage resulted in Free Will Baptists being
effectively absorbed into a Calvinistic fellowship and open promulgation of free will
views were smothered as a result of the merger.  Other than an erosion of staunch free
will views, another explanation for this merger was simply the financial assistance that a
much larger organization brought to the table, particularly for educational needs and
missions efforts.  Additionally, the merger minimized competition between local
congregations, providing an avenue for growth through united ministries.57 
Fortunately for the broader General Baptist movement, Northeastern Free Will
Baptists were not the only Baptists espousing free will, making survival of their
commonly held tenets of faith possible.  Unlike the Free Will Baptists originating in New
England, Free Will Baptists founded by Paul Palmer in North Carolina, just prior to 1769,
sustained their existence into the twenty-first century.  However, they did not organize
into a national denominational body until 1935.  This was regrettable since it denied an
easily accessible consensus of their doctrine at the turn of the twentieth century, from
     57Religious Bodies: 1906, Part II, 117-21; Bulletin 103, Religious Bodies: 1906, 26; Davidson,
193, 255-57; Religious Bodies: 1916, Part II, 108-11.
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which comparisons could have been made with other similar denominations.  As an
alternative, a sampling of doctrinal views held by regional Free Will Baptist organizations
has sufficed.  Difficulties in tracing these associations was compounded by the
convoluted paths they have taken.  For example, some regional organizations of New
England Free Will Baptist origins went their separate ways when their national
organization merged with Northern Baptists.  Some congregations unwilling to merge
reconstituted their state organizations and later joined the national Free Will Baptist body
when it formed in 1935.58 
Another example of General Baptists not affiliated with New England Free Will
Baptists was Tennessee’s Cumberland Association of FreeWill Christian Baptists, that
later became a member of the National Association of Free Will Baptists instead.  The
association organized in 1843, having  twenty-eight ministers, thirty churches and over
2,220 members in 1904.59  At the turn of the twentieth century, it maintained fraternal
relations with others of the free will persuasion.  A number of such actions were adopted
during their 1904 annual session.  They resolved, “That we adopt the Freewill Baptist,
published at Ayden N.C., as our church paper, and that we recommend the Morning Star,
published at Boston, Mass., and the Freewill Baptist Messenger as wholesome literature,
all of which are imminently worthy of our support.”60  Adoption of the Freewill Baptist
indicated a step towards closer official affiliation with Paul Palmer’s Free Will Baptists
     58Religious Bodies: 1906, Part II, 117-21; Religious Bodies: 1916, Part II, 108-11; Religious
Bodies: 1916, Part II, 108-11; Davidson, 137-39, 282-91, 317.
     59E. F. Miles, Minutes of the Sixty-first Annual Session of the Cumberland Association, Freewill
Christian Baptist, Held with Bethlehem Church, Cheatham County, Tenn., October 190, 20, 21, 1904
(Ashland City, Tennessee: William T. Clark, Printer, 1904), title page, 10-11, 14-15.
     60Miles, Minutes of Cumberland, Freewill Christian Baptist, 4-5.
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from North Carolina.  Whereas, recommending the Morning Star demonstrated common
affinities with New England Free Will Baptists, but without a move towards union.  The
Cumberland Association also agreed to continue with visits to and correspondence with
sister associations, such as the General Association of General Baptists in Kentucky and
Free Will Baptists of North Carolina.61  
The Cumberland Association’s ten Articles of Faith provided a representative
sample of Free Will Baptist theology from those independent of  the New England
association.  This was also important since they maintained a distinctive free will
perspective, while those from New England did not.  Article four stated, “We believe . . .
the Lord Jesus Christ . . . made a full atonement for every human being . . . for every
sinner that shall repent, believe and obey his word.”62  Clearly they accepted general
atonement theology in rejection of Calvinism.  Article five declared, “We believe that the
faithful Christian will never fall from Grace, not withstanding we believe in the free
moral agency of man after justification, and there is a possible danger of falling into sin
and being finally lost.”63  They apparently adopted a view of conditional eternal security
for salvation, believing a person truly experiencing conversion would not fall into sin
since divine grace enabled them to prevent this from occurring.  Yet it was thought
Christians possessed the freedom of will to become unfaithful, choosing to act contrary to
a life sustained by grace, resulting in going back to a spiritually lost condition.  These
Free Will Baptists made no distinction between falling into sin and apostasy, as Article
     61Ibid., 4-5, 7-8.
     62Ibid., 12.
     63Ibid.
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six asserted that following true conversion, “if he shall fall from grace, it is impossible to
renew him again to repentance, or restore him again unto favor of God.”64 
Articles seven and nine accepted three sacraments, or ordinances, for the church:
baptism, communion and washing of the saints’ feet.  Water baptism was by immersion
and for converts only, with communion open to all believers.  Washing of other
Christians’ feet was considered a duty for all believers and not a matter of conscience left
up to the individual.  Lastly, they rejected infant salvation based upon water baptism,
stating, “We believe in the justification of infants by the imputed righteousness of Jesus
Christ, in a passive state and thereby adopting them heirs into his Kingdom.”65  The
Cumberland Association joined with other Free Will Baptist regional associations to form
a national organization in 1935, after participating in other attempts for unity earlier  
twentieth century.  This national fellowship continued into the twentieth first century, in
2000 having over 2,400 churches in the United States and 204,617 members.66
Within the broader scope of American nineteenth-century Christianity, Free Will
Baptists played a role in shaping evangelicalism by participating in the Great Awakening. 
One will never be able to fully untangle the threads of religious thought woven together
during this time of religious fervor.  Yet overall, Free Will Baptists made their mark upon
American ecclesiastical history as a small, energized and sustained voice for religious
     64Ibid.
     65Ibid.
     66Davidson, 258, 275-80; National Association of Free Will Baptists, “A Brief History of Free
Will Baptists,” National Association of Free Will Baptists, http://nafwb.org/?q=fwbhistory (accessed March
3, 2011); James C. Blatlock, “Baptist Groups in America,” (Jacksonville, Texas: Baptist Missionary
Association Theological Seminary, 2005), 33, in Baptist Missionary Association Theological Seminary,      
http://bmats.edu/baptamer.pdf (accessed March 3, 2011).
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free will.  Their continued dialogue kept alive the viewpoint of free will among those
believing in only baptizing people upon their conversion to the Christian faith.  In face of
their small numbers in comparison to other Baptists, it was remarkable that they persisted
in arguing their case within a sea of Calvinism. 
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Chapter 4
General Baptists of Indiana
Like Free Will Baptists in the North and South, nineteenth-century General
Baptists of Indiana comprised only a fraction of the Baptist population, yet, succeeded in
struggling to preserve and promulgate their free will views into the twenty-first century. 
Their rarity, survivability and non-Wesleyan views of free will have made General
Baptists historically interesting.  A key character in the development of General Baptists
on the American frontier was Benoni Stinson, as its founder and subsequent foremost
elder.  Few personal details of his life have survived from his own hand.  However, a
younger General Baptist minister and friend, William Reavis, published a brief biography
of the Stinson family in 1876.  This volume was historically important since his sources
included his own memories of the Stinsons, with whom he first became acquainted at the
age of about eight.  This was combined with written accounts from other eyewitnesses,
including some from Stinson himself.  Stinson’s father, Elijah Stinson, served in the
Continental Army until the conclusion of the Revolutionary War, seeing combat in the
southern theater of operations.  Following the patriot force’s defeat at Camden, South
Carolina, he met Rachel Cobb while recuperating from the battle and marrying shortly
afterward.1 
     1William Reavis, The Life of Elder Benoni Stinson: Together with A Short History of the General
Baptist Denomination (Oakland City, Indiana: General Baptist Herald Print, 1876), title page, 3, 5-7, 10, 15
and 25; A .D. Williams, Benoni Stinson and the General Baptists (Owensville, Indiana: General Baptist
Publishing House, 1892, facsimile repr., Evansville, Indiana: Unigraphic, 1975), 26; Baptist Library Online,
“Writings of A. D. Williams,” Baptist Library Online, http//baptistlibraryonline.com/blo/content/ category/
(accessed April 25, 2006).  A. D. Williams was a younger contemporary of Stinson, becoming  formally
associated with the General Baptists.  He was deeply involved in the development of their General Baptist    
Doctrine and Usage statements.  His volume was important because it is the only source where some           
General Baptist primary materials have survived to the present, although by reprint.  He often utilized the
inclusion of entire documents. 
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The Stinsons migrated to the Kentucky frontier following the war, becoming some
of the earliest settlers in what became Montgomery County.  Nine children were born into
the family, three girls and six boys, with half the boys growing up to become Baptist
ministers.  Benoni Stinson was born 10 December, 1798.  His name, meaning son of
sorrow, reflected the difficult circumstances his mother had come to endure due to Elijah
Stinson’s heavy drinking habit, acquired during the war.  When Benoni Stinson was five
years old his mother left with her son Lewis, finding refuge with family in the South. 
Elijah Stinson proved incapable of caring for the children left with him; they were soon
divided up between other families in the area.  While living with virtual strangers,
Stinson was abused physically and mentally by those entrusted with his care.  Elijah and
Rachel Stinson were united again fourteen years later, with the family living for a while
in Henderson County.  The Stinsons later migrated one more time, crossing the Ohio
River and settling not far from Evansville, Indiana, in Vanderburg County.2
While Benoni Stinson was still living in Kentucky, religious circumstances greatly
influenced his life, shaping his concepts of theology and church polity.  Kentucky
Baptists were a mixture of Calvinists and Arminians, the latter believing in freedom of
will instead of predestination.  Although these two factions coexisted on the frontier from
the earliest days of settlement, the coming of the Great Awakening in the eighteenth
century altered their relationship fundamentally.  This revival movement created a better
religious climate among Baptists by helping them become less dogmatic about
predestination and free will, assisting them in coming together and forming the United
     2Reavis, The Life of Elder Benoni Stinson:, 8-10, 17, 19.
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Baptists fellowship.3  This development allowed them to agree in permitting their
doctrinal differences on free will to remain unsettled and not interfere with either
ecclesiastical cooperation or fellowship.  The compromise may have been the product of a
more cooperative mind-set produced as an outgrowth of the Awakening, perhaps
combining with an understanding that better relations among Baptists scattered across the
Kentucky frontier would be mutually beneficial.
Separate Baptists originated from Congregationalism, with their evangelistic
efforts characterized as emotional and aggressive, open to innovations.  Regular Baptists
represented the older and traditional strain of Baptist thought. The formation of United
Baptists occurred in October 1801 when the Regular Baptists of the Elkhorn Association
met with the Separate Baptists from the South Kentucky Association in Clark County,
Kentucky.   Regulars wanted a doctrinal statement adhering to Calvinistic principles, but
Separates were unwilling to accept this.  A resolution to their doctrinal impasse was
achieved by the use of a brief statement of theology and polity, neither explicitly
Calvinistic nor Arminian.4  Their union statement declared,
TERMS OF UNION BETWEEN THE ELKHORN AND SOUTH
KENTUCKY, OR SEPARATE, ASSOCIATIONS.  We, the committees of
Elkhorn and South Kentucky Associations, do agree to unite on the Following
plan: 1st.  That the Scriptures of the Old and New Testament are the infallible
word of God, and the only rule of faith and practice.  2nd.  That there is one only
true God, and in the Godhead or divine essence, there are the Father, Son and
Holy Ghost.  3rd.  That by nature we are fallen and depraved creatures.  4th.  That
salvation, regeneration, sanctification and justification are by the life, death,
resurrection and ascension of Jesus Christ.  5th.  That the saints will finally
persevere through to glory.  6th.  That believers’ baptism by immersion is
necessary to receive the Lord’s Supper.  7th.  That the salvation of the righteous
and punishment of the wicked will be eternal.  8th.  That it is our duty to be tender
     3Ibid., 21-22.
     4Lumpkin, 347-48, 358-59; Baker, Southern Baptist Convention and Its People, 48-49. Lumpkin’s
volume was a good source for finding Baptists confessions of faith reprinted in totality, covering the
sixteenth through twentieth centuries.
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and affectionate to each other, and study the happiness of the children of God in
general; to be engaged singly to promote the honor of God.  9th.  And that the
preaching Christ tasted death for every man, shall be no bar to communion. 10th. 
And that each may keep up their associational and church government as to them
seem best.  11th.  That a free correspondence and communion be kept up between
the churches thus united. _________Unanimously agreed to by the joint
committee.5
In comparison with any standard Calvinistic confession of faith, such as the 1644
London Confession of Faith, it was immediately obvious that all references to both God’s
eternal decrees and the elect were absent from this document.  Both elements were crucial
in the development of theological argumentation for a strict view of predestination, the
basis for Calvinism.  No mention was made of God making it possible for some to be
saved while withholding grace from others.  However, article five was partially
Calvinistic by embracing the belief that those truly saved will continue, or persevere, in
their salvation.  This point was not contentious between the Regular and Separates since
it was not the keeping of one’s salvation that they debated, rather the potential ability for
anyone to be saved.  Article nine provided for free will doctrine only in that such doctrine
would not exclude one from being part of the United Baptist communion.  No
endorsement of general atonement was present, rather, only its toleration.  This allowance
for free will doctrine to not create a barrier to communion suggested the minority status
for its adherents.  A similar statement was not present regarding Calvinism, the view held
by the majority.  Articles eight, ten and eleven outlined the intended growth of brotherly
bonds and provided for an agreeable exercise of polity matters.              
     5Terms of Union Between the Elkhorn and South Kentucky, Or Separate, Associations (n.p.: n.d.),
in Baptist Confessions of Faith, ed. William Lumpkin, rev. ed. (Valley Forge: Judson Press, 1969), 359.  
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Arminian Separates formed the most influential segment of the United Baptists in
Benoni Stinson’s life, since they were instrumental for his conversion experience and
doctrinal orientation.  In speaking about the United Baptists in general, he lamented, “I
soon found that the doctrine of Free Salvation to all men, which I did most earnestly
believe, was not generally believed by the preachers of that order, and in consequence of
this felt unhappy.”6  Stinson recounted the protracted process of his conversion while
delivering a sermon in 1858.  He reminisced about experiencing “the pains of conviction .
. . prayers, groans and tears; . . . of retiring to the lonesome grove and there lying on the
ground groaning with unutterable agony!”7  He testified to obtaining salvation at the age
of twenty-one in the Kentucky mountains, on 9 July 1820, while participating in a log
cabin prayer meeting, recalling,
[My] darkness of soul. . . . the last throes of my poor sin condemned soul in bitter
anguish, when I gave up all self-dependence. . . . something took place, which,
though remembered, cannot be described by me. . . . Jesus was precious! . . . still
there are things indescribable, and yet I know it is so.8
Stinson began preaching in Kentucky at some point in 1820 following his conversion.  On
1 November 1821, he was ordained into the ministry by the United Baptists.  His brother
John Stinson had already migrated to Indiana, so Benoni Stinson followed with his wife    
     6The Confession of Faith, of those Churches which are commonly (though falsely) called
Anabaptists (London: Matthew Simmons, 1644), in Baptist Confessions of Faith, ed. William Lumpkin,
rev.ed. (Valley Forge: Judson Press, 1969), 153-171; Williams, Benoni Stinson and the General Baptists,
39; Reavis, Life Benoni Stinson, 22.
     7Benoni Stinson, A Sermon on the New Birth: Delivered at a Meeting of the Ohio Association of
General Baptists in Gallatin County, Illinois in November 1858 (Evansville, Indiana: Evansville Journal
Co., Book and Job Steam Printers, 1858; repr., Owensville, Indiana: General Baptist Publishing House,
1906), 12.  
     8Benoni Stinson, A Sermon on the New Birth, 12.
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Ruth in 1822.  After settling near Evansville, he began clearing land among the expanse
of hardwood forest and took up farming to support his family.9                
Unlike Kentucky, Indiana had no organization similar to the United Baptists for
bringing Baptists of differing views on Calvinism and free will together.  Consequently,
the majority of Baptists were not willing to organizationally accept, or tolerate, those
embracing free will.  Stinson was forced to halt his public proclamations of free will and
that Christ had died for every man. This intolerance was due to both the anti-missions
movement and strenuous efforts by staunch Calvinists to shape doctrine in the West.  The
anti-missions movement began in 1817, in reaction to efforts by eastern Baptist
associations to extend their missionary activities in the frontier.  Westerners resented this
since they interpreted it as an attempt by easterners to meddle in, or even take over, their
affairs.  Frontiersmen also resisted the monetary drain from west to east for financing
missions.  
Closely related to this was a common perception by many pioneers that Native
Americans should not be evangelized, springing from whites regarding them as savages
combined with their desire to push them further west so more land could be settled.  This
view was intensified  by some promoting a form of Calvinism so extreme that its
adherents rejected missionary activity on the grounds that those whom God had chosen
for salvation would be saved without human agency, including missions.  However, a
pro-missions position did not make one a General Baptist.  Most Calvinists considered it   
     9Williams, Benoni Stinson, 15; Randy Mills, Christ Tasted Death for Every Man (Poplar Bluff,
Missouri: Stinson Press, 2000), 150. 
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their duty to preach the gospel to everyone, since only God knew which people were part
of the elect.10   
 A foremost advocate of extreme Calvinism was Daniel Parker, promulgating his
doctrine through the publication of Views on the Two Seeds: Taken from Genesis in 1826. 
He denounced universalism and general atonement in this volume.  Concerning the latter,
he reasoned divine seed was created in Adam, since he was made in the image of God. 
This divine seed was passed from the man to the woman since she was taken from his
side and in his offspring from her.  The woman’s seed  was godly, seen by Parker as the
source from which all the elect sprang.  On the other hand, the seed of the serpent came
from Satan by his successful attempt to delude Eve into disobeying God.  The serpent’s
seed was interjected into the physical lineage of the woman, comprising the non-elect. 
Although all people were physically descended from Eve, the godly and serpent’s seed
were mingled together through her.  Parker asserted that only the woman’s seed, the elect,
will experience salvation as they alone were moved upon by an operation of divine grace. 
The serpent’s seed, or the non-elect, were not eligible to receive divine grace and
consequently eternally lost.  No amount of human effort, or agency, could change this
situation.  He faulted Arminians for trying to accomplish by human effort what could only
be accomplished by God’s unassisted grace.11
     10Williams, Benoni Stinson, 16-18; Mills, Christ Tasted Death for Every Man, 20-30.  The
missions movement attempted a three-fold evangelistic effort to reach: American whites (as well as their
slaves), Native Americans and those in foreign lands.  These efforts resulted in the formation of missionary
societies and the subsequent need to raise funds.
     11Daniel Parker, Views of the Two Seeds: Taken from Genesis, 3rd Chapter, and Part of the 15 th
Verse: “And I Shall Put Enmity Between Thee and the Woman, and Between Thy Seed and Her Seed,”
(Vandalia, Illinois: Robert Blackwell, 1826), 3-5, 7, 46.           
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Parker further delineated his views by publishing an addendum to the Two Seeds’
text, speaking directly to other Baptists, declaring,
I think I know what the Baptist faith is, while I am well apprised that there are
some who call themselves Baptists, who fall short of that faith which constitutes
one.  The Baptist believes in the sovereignty of God, and that Jehovah is never
disappointed in his designs, and that he has elected, or chose his people in Christ
before the world began, and that the elect, or chosen of God, are distinguished
according to the purpose of God, by his sovereign converting grace, . . .having . . .
chosen a part of the then progeny of Adam in Christ, . . .at the same time leaving a
part of the same progeny . . .[and] has not given them to Christ in the covenant of
redemption, . . .not being elected or chosen in Christ.12 
  
This statement was strictly Calvinistic; with Parker, Baptist was synonymous with
Calvinism.  He did not deny that some members of the elect were not Baptists, just in not
being Calvinistic Baptists they were wrong.  General Baptists were not really Baptists at
all by this standard, since they rejected Calvinism.
John Mason Peck was a pro-missions Baptist minister contemporary with Parker. 
He recorded many details from the period in his diaries and journals, as he traveled about
conducting his ministry.  Although his home was in Illinois, Peck also ministered
extensively in Indiana.  Upon reaching New Princeton on Saturday, 8 June 1822, he came
face to face with the anti-missions fervor Parker was busily whipping up.  Peck was not
given standard ministerial courtesy and opportunities at first, as a visiting minister would
expect to receive.  He exclaimed, “[I] soon discovered strong prejudices and jealousies on
     12Daniel Parker, A Supplement or Explanation of My Views on the Two Sides, in Daniel Parker,
Views of the Two Seeds: Taken from Genesis, 3rd Chapter, and Part of the 15th Verse: “And I Shall Put
Enmity Between Thee and the Woman, and Between Thy Seed and Her Seed,” (Vandalia, Illinois: Robert
Blackwell, 1826), 1-2.
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account of my missionary character.  No seat was allowed me.”13  The following day he
met Parker, hearing him preach about missions.  Peck recalled his encounter with him,
saying,
In my interview with Brother Parker I alluded to his address about missions, and
told him I could cheerfully give him my hand, as a conscientious and well-
meaning, though greatly-mistaken brother.  He is a most determined opposer of
the whole mission system. . . .To effect his purpose he has been engaged for some
time among a portion of the churches.14
Peck was allowed to preach on Monday in the general area where the Stinsons had
recently settled.  He addressed the Wabash Baptist Association, speaking on missions. 
During the business-session following his sermon,  representatives from one church
charged another congregation with misconduct for contributing to the support of
missions.  This prompted a five-hour discussion, with Peck attempting to sway the
delegates towards a pro-mission position.  In the end, the accused church won approval
for their actions.  Peck preached again on missions that evening at the courthouse in
Princeton, and received a liberal offering for missions.  The remainder of his stay in the
area was pleasant, with locals extending many kindnesses towards him.15  Broad anti-
missions support may have given way at this time because Parker had not previously
faced formidable opposition prior to Peck passing through the area.
     13Rufus Babcock, ed., Forty Years of Pioneer Life: Memoir of John Mason Peck, D.D., Edited
from His Journals and Correspondence (Philadelphia: American Baptist Publication Society, 1864; new
ed., Paul M. Harrison, Introduction, and Herman R. Lantz, Foreword, Carbondale, Illinois: Southern Illinois
University Press, 1965), 173.  This volume provided a rich and broad primary source for the study of both
Baptists and pioneer life in the northern portion of the western frontier.
     14Ibid., 173-74.
     15Ibid., 174; Williams, Benoni Stinson, 39.
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It was within this milieu that Benoni Stinson strove to find a niche for his free will
views, as he filled the pastorate of New Hope Church in 1822.  In October of that year, he
traveled to Patoka for a meeting of the Wabash Baptist Association, desiring to have his
church admitted as a member.  However, the association chose to divide its territory by
forming a new sister association, including New Hope within the new polity.  In working
with the committee to draft their articles of faith, Sintson unsuccessfully attempted to
provide for toleration of free will views, as had the United Baptists in Kentucky.  He
recalled, “I tried to get the article put in ‘That the preaching that Christ tasted death for
every man should be no bar to fellowship,’ but all was in vain.”16  New Hope was added
to the new association under typically Calvinistic articles of faith.  The difficulties of
forming a denominationally  recognized Baptist congregation with free will beliefs in
Calvinistically dominant Indiana was grievous to him, as he exclaimed, 
The Calvinists preached their hard doctrine, and hurt my feelings, and I thought
wounded the cause of Christ. . . .I found that I must bow to their doctrine, whether
I believed it or not; and, if I ever preached my own belief, I would be liable to be
dealt with for heresy, which I could not well bear--for after the manner that some
call heresy, so worship I the God of my Fathers.17  
          
As a good Baptist, Stinson abhorred the thought of being labeled disorderly, so he
did not immediately press this issue within his own congregation.  By the fall of 1823, he
was able to gather thirty-three citizens of Vanderburgh County of the free will persuasion
to form a branch congregation of New Hope.  Stinson transferred his membership there,
operating within traditional Baptist concepts of orderly ecclesiastical conduct.  The new
     16Williams, Benoni Stinson, 40.
     17Ibid.
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congregation selected him as its pastor, calling itself Liberty Church.18  In their Articles of
Faith, the first eight articles were practically verbatim from the Elkhorn and South
Kentucky Articles of Faith.  Article three had an additional clause, but with no material
difference in meaning.  Article six’s requirement that participants of Holy Communion be
first baptized was curious, as Stinson’s daughter Octavia later denied he ever believed in
closed communion.  Assuming that she was correct, it simply may have been that he was
in the minority in this view and therefore unable to press the matter.  On the other hand,
the opportunity to be part of a free will congregation may have been too important for
him to risk a schism by making this tenet an issue.  Articles ten and eleven from the
Elkhorn Articles were missing.  These only pertained to associational policies, whereas,
Liberty’s Articles were for a church, not an association of churches.  Article nine differed
substantially from the United Baptists.19  It stated, “We believe that Jesus Christ, by the
grace of God, tasted death for every man, but that no one can receive his divine benefits
but by repentance towards God and faith in our Lord Jesus Christ.”20  Clearly, the
members of Liberty heartily embraced general atonement.  Care was taken to state the
requirements of faith and repentance as prerequisites to salvation, perhaps not only to
clearly delineate their beliefs but also to distinguish themselves from Universalists.  
     18Williams, Benoni Stinson, 40-41; Thomas E. Casselbury, Proceedings of a Convention Held at
Liberty Meeting-House, Vanderburgh County, Indiana, on Friday and Saturday before the Fourth Lord’s
Day in October, 1824 (n.p., 1824), in Minutes of All Sessions Liberty Association of General Baptists from
1824 to 1909 (Owensville, Indiana: General Baptist Publishing House, 1910), 5.      
     19Terms of Union, in Baptist Confessions of Faith, 359; Liberty Church of Christ’s Articles of
Faith (n.p., [1823]), 41-42, 59, in A D. Williams, Benoni Stinson and the General Baptists (Owensville,
Indiana: General Baptist Publishing House, 1892, facsimile repr., Evansville, Indiana: Unigraphic, 1975),
26.
     20Liberty Church of Christ’s Articles of Faith; 42.
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In his 1892 history of the General Baptists, A. D. Williams included an account of
Liberty’s formation and drafting of their Articles of Faith.  He denied they had heavily
drawn upon the North Carolinian Free Will Baptists’ Articles of Faith, who had
themselves made extensive use of the 1660 General Baptist Confession of Faith.  Still, he
admitted Liberty’s Articles contained the basic meaning as the Free Will Baptists’
Articles, but employed different wording.  Still, Williams openly admitted there were
striking similarities with the United Baptists’ Articles.21  Although he was correct in these
assertions, the Free Will Baptists’ Articles of 1812 were longer, discussing free will in
greater detail and devoting six articles to free will compared to Liberty’s one.22  
Not all doctrinal influences on Stinson and Liberty could be completely known. 
However, as early as 1811 John Buzzell had published a Free Will Baptist monthly in
New England, A Religious Magazine, through which he promoted a doctrine of complete
free will.  These Baptists were not mentioned by Stinson, Reavis or Williams as an
influence upon the Indiana General Baptists during these formative years.  It was striking
that a Baptist church referred to itself as Liberty Church of Christ in its Articles of Faith. 
They viewed the name Baptist as simply an extra label to point out their belief in only
baptizing those professing faith in Christ and repenting of their sins.  Free Will Baptists
of New England had frequently used the Church of Christ label for over ten years prior to  
     21Williams, Benoni Stinson, 42.
     22Jesse Heath and James Roach, The Former Articles (n.p., 1812), in William F. Davidson, Free
Will Baptists in History (Nashville: Randall House, 2001), 93-99.        
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its adoption by General Baptists.  Its common use suggested the Indiana fellowship had
knowledge of their eastern counterparts.23 
From his base at Liberty, Stinson responded to invitations from both neighboring
groups to preach general atonement doctrine to them, as well as others beyond Evansville. 
These efforts were productive enough by the summer of 1824 that two of his associates
were ordained into the ministry and three new churches established by fall.  In late
October 1824, delegates from the churches of Liberty, Union, Black River and
Providence met at Liberty for an organizational conference, thereby forming a free will
fellowship named the Liberty Association General Baptists.  The fledgling association
had collective membership of two hundred and one.24  Their adopted Confession of Faith
was mostly a repetition of Liberty’s Articles, but with some alterations.  Article six was
absent, stating, “That believers in baptism by immersion is necessary, and will most
suitably qualify for receiving the Lord’s Supper.”25  In its place, article seven said, “We
believe that baptism and the Lord’s Supper are ordinances of Jesus Christ, appointed in
the church, and none but true believers are the proper subjects; and the only proper mode
of baptism is immersion.”26  
     23Buzzell, “A Short History of the Church Of Christ,” A Religious Magazine 1, no.1 January
1811): 3; Liberty Church of Christ’s Articles of Faith, in Williams, Benoni Stinson, 41.
     24Williams, Benoni Stinson, 46-50; Casselbury, Proceedings of a Convention, in Minutes of
Liberty Association, 5.      
     25Liberty Association of General Baptists, Confession of Faith (n.p., [1824]), in A D. Williams,
Benoni Stinson and the General Baptists (Owensville, Indiana: General Baptist Publishing House, 1892,
facsimile repr., Evansville, Indiana: Unigraphic, 1975), 52, 55.
     26Ibid., 52.
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A majority of delegates apparently differed from the United Baptists’ and Liberty
Church’s Articles on the requirement for believers being baptized prior to receiving
communion.  Rather, communicants were only required to be believers.  The issue was
not completely resolved until the 1828 convening of the Liberty Association, when the
General Baptists adopted a resolution adamantly accepting open communion,
proclaiming, “Agreed, That we hold communion with all that are qualified according to
the Scriptures, and are in good standing in their own churches, and believe Jesus Christ to
be the true God and head of the church.”27  Stinson may have published his Arguments for
Free Communion shortly after this date.  If so, its purpose would have been to persuade
any lagging detractors and calm tensions in the association, rather than attempting to
persuade the delegates prior to their meeting.  The gist of his argument was contained in
its last paragraph, entreating,
    Now the Lord’s Supper is the celebrating of the death of Christ.  Churches, like
states, have their own peculiar government and opinions, on many points differing
from one another.  But in celebrating the death of Christ, and birth day of a great
nation, with Protestants, there can be but one faith on this point.  Then, who can,
who dare, to say to his pious neighbor, and brother, that because he is in a church
differing on some minor points, that he has no part nor lot in this matter?  God
forbid that any of us should do this!28   
     
Article eight of the Liberty Association’s 1824 Confession introduced a
completely new tenet, saying, “We believe in the sanctity of the first day of the week, (or
Lord’s Day,) and that it ought to be observed and spent in the public or private worship of
     27Liberty Association of General Baptists 1828 Minutes (n.p. 1828), in A D. Williams, Benoni
Stinson and the General Baptists (Owensville, Indiana: General Baptist Publishing House, 1892, facsimile
repr., Evansville, Indiana: Unigraphic, 1975), 64.
     28Benoni Stinson, Arguments for Free Communion (n.p., n.d.), in A D. Williams, Benoni Stinson
and the General Baptists (Owensville, Indiana: General Baptist Publishing House, 1892, facsimile repr.,
Evansville, Indiana: Unigraphic, 1975), 65-66.
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God; and that on it we should abstain from our worldly concerns, except in case of
necessity or mercy.”29  Its inclusion demonstrated that delegates felt strongly enough
about Sabbatarian concerns to make it part of their Confession, rather than leaving it
solely to the discretion of local congregations.  
In framing their Constitution, the convention adopted provisions aimed at
safeguarding the sovereignty of local congregations against the authority of the
association, while providing the association with enough power to properly function. 
Stinson’s memories of his rough treatment by the Wasbash Association could have been
at play in this process.  Article seven said, 
The association shall not have power to lord it over God’s heritage, so as to
infringe on any of the internal rights of the churches; nevertheless, we agree that
the churches composing this association shall stand in the same relation to each
other in the association as individuals do to each other in churches, that is to say,
if a church trespass against a sister church, the church injured shall try to reclaim    
them, (it,) by the gospel steps, and if they can not be reclaimed, they shall be
dropped from our union.30
Despite an increase in membership to 311 in 1825, the association declined to
only 195 by 1829.  A. D. Williams asserted that the 1829 Liberty Association Circular
Letter was written in response to this negative turn of events, but no documentation was
offered for support.  The Letter attempted to arouse the General Baptist faithful in
rallying around their message and practices.31  If their numerical reversals resulted from
attacks by Calvinists then this letter was a logical attempt to counter their detractors.  In
     29Liberty Association, Confession of Faith, 52.
     30Liberty Association of General Baptists, Constitution (n.p., [1824]), in A D. Williams, Benoni
Stinson and the General Baptists (Owensville, Indiana: General Baptist Publishing House, 1892, facsimile
repr., Evansville, Indiana: Unigraphic, 1975), 53.
     31Williams, Stinson, 55-56.
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speaking of free will, it argued that the church had accepted free will orthodoxy from the
first through nineteenth centuries, saying,
The plain and simple truth of free salvation by grace to all men on the terms of the
gospel offered to all the human race, was preached in its purity uninterrupted,
until the fifth century, when the doctrine of predestination [was introduced]. . . .
This same doctrine was then condemned by the divines of that day; but appeared
again in the ninth century, and was again condemned as heresy. . . . Thus we
contend that the doctrine of free salvation by grace to all men, on the terms of
repentance toward God and faith in Jesus Christ, has been considered as orthodox
in every age, from the apostles to the present day.32                
After 1830, the General Baptists began growing again, with 890 members and ten
ministers by 1840.  In 1850, they had 1,241 members, increasing to 3,429 by 1860.  1870
showed a dramatic increase from their founding in 1824, having 9,642 members.  Their
congregations were scattered across twelve associations, spreading out from Indiana into
Kentucky, Illinois and Missouri.  Growth in membership and territorial expansion
prompted them to form an overarching organization, forming the General Association of
General Baptists in 1870.  They continued growing, having 22,570 members and 364
ordained ministers by 1895, including new associations in Nebraska, Arkansas, Kansas
and Tennessee added.33
General Baptists adopted some doctrinal changes in the course of the nineteenth
century, as a comparison of the 1824 Confession to their 1901 Articles of Faith showed.
In addition to strengthening their stand on open communion in 1828, they significantly
changed article five in 1845.  The first edition of their Articles of Faith, in 1824, declared,
     32Liberty Association Circular Letter (n.p., 1829), in A D. Williams, Benoni Stinson and the
General Baptists (Owensville, Indiana: General Baptist Publishing House, 1892, facsimile repr., Evansville,
Indiana: Unigraphic, 1975), 56-57. 
     33Williams, Benoni Stinson, 67, 72, 75, 77-78, 80, 190-91, 360.
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“That the saints will finally persevere through grace to glory.”34  This statement reflected
influences from Calvinistic theology transmitted by the United Baptists’ Terms of Union,
showing agreement of belief that those truly saved could never again be lost.  General
Baptist thought differently later, as their 1845 Articles were changed to state, “We believe
that he that shall endure to the end, the same shall be saved.”35
Although reasons for this shift were unclear, apparently Arminian influences
fundamentally altered their views on perseverance prior to 1845.  They still held to this
position in their 1901 Articles of Faith, though by then two scripture references had been
added for support, Matthew 24:13 and Revelation 2:10.36  In 1949, the General Baptists
entirely revised article five.37  It stated, “We believe that those who abide in Christ have
the assurance of salvation.  However, we believe that the Christian retains his freedom of
choice; therefore, it is possible for him to turn away from God and finally be lost.”38  As
seen in their 2005 General Baptist Statements of Faith, they kept the 1949 revision intact
into the twentieth-first century.  These changes demonstrated General Baptists’ basic         
     34Liberty Association, Confession of Faith, 42.
     35Minutes of General Baptists from 1824 to 1909, 3.
     36Articles of Faith, in Proceedings of the Thirty-second Annual Session of the General Association
of General Baptists (Owensville, Indiana: General Baptist Publishing House, [1901], n.p..  Matthew 24:13,
“But he that stands firm to the end will be saved.” NIV.  Revelation 2:10. “Be faithful, even to the point of
death, and I will give you a crown of life.” NIV.
     37Marie Doud, Brenda Bland, Terrell Coble, Franklin Dumond, and Glen Spence, ed., General
Baptist Doctrine and Usage rev. ed. (Poplar Bluff, Missouri: Stinson Press, 1990), 4 , 8.      
     38Doud, General Baptist Doctrine, 8.        
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disagreements with Calvinism, beginning with the former’s belief in free will to accept
salvation and ending with freedom of choice to remain, or not, in a saved condition.39  
Their 1845 article on general atonement was amended by the addition of an
explanatory phrase, “(Infants and idiots excepted.),” with an additional revision in 1857.40
The article was further amended to read, “We believe that Jesus Christ, by the grace of
God, tasted death for every man, but that no one can receive his divine benefits but by
repentance towards God and faith in our Lord Jesus Christ. (Infants and idiots excepted,
they being included in the covenant of God’s grace.)”41   Because they taught salvation
came only through faith and repentance instead of an unconditional divine decree, it left
uncertainty concerning the fate of infants and the severely mentally handicapped, since
neither could have faith or repentance.  By editing this article it was shown that they did
not believe in infant damnation as did the Calvinists.
This issue of dying infants’ salvation or damnation was an instance where
Calvinism and free will were contrasted in the starkest light, revolving around the issue of
human choice.  Free will proponents insisted God had given every man the ability to
either choose or reject salvation through Christ, which Calvinists deny.  The possession
of free choice made men accountable for what they did with that ability.  On the other
hand, infants were incapable of either understanding the gospel or choosing to accept its
message.  Therefore, infants were not accountable for what they are incapable of
     39General Association of General Baptists, “General Baptist Statements of Faith,” General
Association of General Baptists, http://www.generalbaptist.com/Statements%20of%20 Faith.htm (accessed
August 23, 2005).
     40Minutes of General Baptists from 1824 to 1909, 3.       
     41Articles of Faith, in Proceedings of the Thirty-second Annual Session, n.p..    
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performing.  General Baptists concluded that children who die in infancy were covered by
the grace of God.  The doctrine of infant salvation was in keeping with a very old
position, one that Thomas Helwys, an English General Baptist, argued for in 1611.42  In
rebuking Calvinists, he said, “Doth the Lord say, that that soule that sinneth shall dye:
And dare men say, that the soules off infants shall dye/ who have neither done good nor
evil, Upon these rocks, and manie more doth your opinion off perticuler redemption cast
you.”43 
Many years later in 1942, the General Association amended the article on
ordinances to include an explanatory section.44  It stated, “NOTE: Several associations
and local churches recognize feetwashing as an ordinance.  We believe that this should be
left to the individual, and that neither the practice nor the non-practice of it should be any
bar to fellowship, either in the church, the local association, the Presbytery, or the General
Association. Jn. 13; I Tim. 5:10.”45  Further changes were made in 1949, including
inserting the word inspired into the article on the scriptures.46  This rendered it, “We
believe that the Holy Scriptures are the Old and New Testaments; the inspired and
infallible Word of God and therein is found the only reliable guidance of Christian faith
     42Helwys, A Short and Plaine Proofe, 13-14, 24.
     43Ibid, 14.
     44Doud, 4.  According to Webster’s New Collegiate Dictionary, a religious ordinance is prescribed
ceremony or practice decreed by a deity. 
     45Ibid., 10.
     46Ibid., 4.
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and conduct.”47  The reason for this alteration was not documented in the sources, though
it seems certain that General Baptists have always adhered to this position, even if not
recorded in formal documents.  The amendment may have been made to correct an
oversight, or in response to growing theological liberalism in America.                  
Benoni Stinson issued a joint editorial with William Reavis in 1845, “Who Are
the General Baptists?,”attempting to explain and promote the General Baptist cause by
showing their contrasts with other types of Baptists.  They pointed out that Regular
Baptists (Calvinists) were wrong in embracing a limited atonement, thereby, restricting
God’s grace to only a preselected few.  More extreme groups of Regular Baptists were
criticized for rejecting missions, including the formation of societies for printing and
distributing Bibles and gospel tracts.  General Baptists differed from United Baptists in
two major areas.  The latter were a mixture of Calvinists and Arminians; whereas,
General Baptists were entirely Arminian, or free will adherents.  United Baptists also
practiced closed communion, but General Baptists conducted open or mixed communion.
Stinson and Reavis mentioned General Baptists differing from Free Will Baptists
over the slavery issue.  The latter were characterized as abolitionists, with the former
claiming a neutral position, not wanting to become embroiled in that controversy.  The
General Baptists’ position exposed a compromise that they believed was needed to hold
together their  fellowship in both the Upper South and North during this period.  Their
editorial also rejected Unitarian Baptists because their distinctive major tenet advocated
anti-Trinitarianism, with General Baptists following the typical Baptist line as staunch
Trinitarians.  They argued against another group of Baptists led by Alexander Campbell,
     47Ibid., 7.
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commonly labeled Campbellites by outsiders, as erring in teaching the necessity of water
baptism for salvation.48  
In the remaining two-thirds of the article, Stinson and Reavis decried Calvinism,
developing a detailed argument based upon the premises of free will, human agency and
general atonement.49  On this last point, they reasoned,
The Predestinarian Baptists, generally, are of opinion, that if Christ died for all
then all will be saved.  This is confounding the cause with the effect.  Instead of
viewing the atonement as the procuring cause, they view it as salvation itself. -
But when it is considered Christ not only satisfied the law, and atoned completely
for original transgression; but that he ‘opened a fountain for sin and uncleanness
where all can go, and be washed from all uncleanness occasioned by actual
transgression,’ thence we can see, that ‘God can be just; and the justifier of him
that believeth in Jesus.’50   
   
This assertion showed a basic difference in Arminian and Calvinistic thought.  For
Calvinists, it was unthinkable that Christ would have died for anyone other than those
elected by Divine will for salvation.  However, for Arminians, Christ’s sacrificial death
provided the potential for everyone to receive divine atonement for their sins.  Whether or
not someone actually experienced forgiveness was dependant upon acceptance of God’s
provision of grace through Christ’s atoning death.  They argued it was God’s will to save
everyone, though salvation must still be accepted through faith and repentance. 
Alexander Campbell began publishing the Christian Baptist in Buffaloe, Virginia
during late summer, 1823, advocating the church’s return to the simplicity and
     48Benoni Stinson and William Reavis, “Who Are the General Baptists,” General Baptist Herald
(15 May 1845), 1, in Baptist Library Online, http:www.baptistlibraryonline.com/library/stinson/who_are_
the_general_baptists.pdf (accessed April 25, 2006). Alexander Campbell’s faction  later evolved into the
Disciples of Christ and Church of Christ.         
     49Stinson, “Who Are the General Baptists,” 1-3. 
     50Ibid., 3. 
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uncorrupted essence of Christianity as taught in the New Testament.51  An example of this
approach was seen in a reprinting of excerpts taken from the 1824 Minutes of the Baptist
Missionary Association of Kentucky, that declared,52
It is obvious to the most superficial observer, who is at all acquainted with the
state of christianity and of the church of the New Testament, that much, very much
is wanting, to bring the christianity and the church of the present day up to that
standard--In what this deficiency consists, and how it is to be remedied, or
whether it can be remedied at all, are the points to be discovered and determined.
. . .We know very well that nothing can be done right which is not done according
to the gospel, or done effectually which is not done by the authority, and
accompanied by the blessing of God.  While God must do the work, we desire to
know, and to acquiesce in his manner of doing it, and submissively to concur and
obediently to go along with it.53 
  
Campbell commended Kentucky Baptists for recognizing and desiring a return of their
fellowship to the pristine pattern of New Testament Christianity.  However, he warned
that all previous attempts to reform Christianity had benefits of short duration, eventually
failing to produce the needed changes.  In citing the efforts of John Wesley and
Methodism, he asserted that their failure was due to striving to reform ministers and
doctrinal statements, rather than Christian religion itself.  For Campbell, there could be no
true religion without it being the religion taught in the New Testament.54  This view was
rooted deeply in Baptists’ seventeenth-century beginnings.  The co-founder of the Baptist
     51Alexander Campbell, “The Christian Religion,” The Christian Baptist 1, no.1 (August 1823), in
D. S. Burnet, ed., The Christian Baptist, Seven Volumes in One 6th ed. (Cincinnati: D. S. Burnet, 1848), 5.
     52Alexander Campbell, “A Restoration of the Ancient Order of Things, No. 1,” The Christian
Baptist 2, no.1 (August 1824), in D. S. Burnet, ed., The Christian Baptist, Seven Volumes in One 6 th ed.
(Cincinnati: D. S. Burnet, 1848), 126-27.
     53Minutes of the Baptist Missionary Association of Kentucky, began and held at the Town-Fork
Meeting House, in Fayette county, on Saturday, the 11 th of September, 1824 (n.p., n.d.),  in D. S. Burnet,
ed., The Christian Baptist, Seven Volumes in One 6 th ed. (Cincinnati: D.S. Burnet, 1848), 127.         
     54Campbell, “A Restoration of the Ancient Order of Things,” 126-27.
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movement, John Smyth, argued that the church should be molded to fit those
characteristics set forth in the Gospels and Acts, thereby reconstituting the primitive
church.  He thought this crucial “because if the Church be truly constituted & framed,
ther is a true Church . . . the true spowse of Christ.”55 
Although Benoni Stinson agreed on some broad principles outlined by Campbell,
disagreements arose from their differing applications of principles.  In 1858, Stinson
delivered his Sermon on the New Birth during a meeting of the General Baptists’ Ohio
Association, held in Gallatin County, Illinois, near Shawneetown.  He devoted the bulk of
his material to rebutting Campbellites’ doctrines and practices.  First, he criticized them
for claiming to have no articles of faith, while the General Baptists regularly posted their
beliefs on meetinghouses’ walls.  Although they claimed to have no confessions of their
own, yet they were quick to point out faults in the doctrines of other fellowships.  Stinson
rebuffed their claims of the Bible functioning as their only confession of faith.  He simply
did not see how they could have a monopoly on the Bible’s contents, since it belonged to
other churches as well.  Second, Stinson sought to show error in Campbellites’ belief that
salvation could not be secured without administration of water baptism, by focusing the
remainder of his argument on this issue.56  
In the early spring 1863, the General Baptist Church in Owensville, Indiana
hosted a protracted public debate between Stinson and a Regular Baptist minister, Joel
Hume, concerning the doctrine of atonement.  Over the course of this five-day debate,
three propositions from Stinson were discussed and two from Hume.  The civility and
     55Smyth, Churches of the Seperation, 22-23.  
     56Benoni Stinson, A Sermon on the New Birth, 1-14.         
94
thoughtfulness of the proceedings were exemplary conduct for ministers possessing such
conflicting and passionate differences.  The debate’s stenographer, William Leach, was
very detailed in his account.  He even included reactions from the audience in his record
of 111 printed pages.57
Concerning Stinson’s propositions, a thumbnail sketch of general atonement
doctrine was laid out, as he explained,
That Jesus Christ, by his death and resurrection, made full and complete
atonement or satisfaction to the Adamic law for the whole human race, and also a
possible salvation for all men from actual sins. . . .That man is a moral agent,
endowed with the volition of free will, capable of choosing or refusing eternal
salvation as it is proposed in the gospel. . . .That personal salvation is free to all
men, and offered to all on certain conditions, to be performed by man, the
performance of which, results in his salvation.   
  
Conversely, Hume put forward a distillation of Calvinistic thought in two brief
propositions, arguing,
That the elect of God or church of Christ was chosen in him, before the
foundation of the world, and that Christ died for them only, and that all that Christ
died for will be eternally saved. . . .That personal salvation, so far as relates to the
future world, is the effect of the sovereign grace of God, bestowed upon sinners
unconditionally.58
 
The record of Stinson’s and Hume’s views did not really add anything new to this debate,
at least not materially.  Its importance was perhaps seen in the way it presented clear and
orderly arguments for deep theological issues.  This provided attendees, along with
readers of the account, with a good understanding of both sides of issues debated. 
     57William Leach,  A Debate on the Doctrine of Atonement between Rev. Joel Hume of Posey
County, Ind., of the Regular Baptist Church, and Rev. Benoni Stinson, of Venderburgh County, Indiana, of
the General Baptist Church (Cincinnati: O.E. Morgan & Co., printers, 1863; electronic ed., 2004), in
Baptist Library Online, http://www.baptistlibraryonline.com/library/Stinson/debate.pdf (accessed April, 25
2006), title page, 4, 6-12.          
     58Ibid, 14, 42, 68, 81, 109.
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From their difficult beginnings, General Baptists entered the twentieth century
with 380 churches and 30,097 members, out of 5,662,234 total Baptists reported in the
1906 Census of Religious Bodies.  They had grown to include 604 congregations and
60,559 members by 2005, having a university in Oakland City, Indiana and international
headquarters in Poplar Bluff, Missouri.59  In summary, General Baptists managed to
survive their infancy in Indiana as a distinct denomination despite a heavily Calvinistic
milieu surrounding them.  They matured into a completely non-Calvinistic Baptist
fellowship by the late nineteenth century, providing a venue for Christians to be Baptists
without also being Calvinists.  Like other Baptists across the nation espousing free will,
General Baptists sought to influence others with their message, including Calvinistic
Baptists and those professing no faith at all.  
With whatever other factors may have combined with Free Will Baptists’ and
General Baptists’ efforts in this struggle, the Southern Baptist Convention adopted a
Statement of Principles embracing free will for salvation in 1963, declaring, 
Salvation involves the redemption of the whole man, and is offered freely to all
who accept Jesus Christ as Lord and Saviour, who by his own blood obtained
eternal redemption for the believer. . . .
Election is the gracious purpose of God, . . . It is consistent with the free
agency of man and comprehends all the means in connection with the end.60           
  
However, they kept a modified form of Calvinism concerning perseverence of the saints,
saying, “All true believers endure to the end.  Those whom God has accepted in Christ,
and sanctified by His Spirit, will never fall away from the state of grace, but shall
     59Religious Bodies, Part II Separate Denominations, 45; General Association of General Baptists,
“History”; Association of Religion Data Archives, “General Association of General Baptists,
Denominational Profile,” 2.
     60Southern Baptist Convention, Annual of the Southern Baptist Convention, 1963 (n.p., 1963),  in
Baptist Confessions of Faith, ed. William Lumpkin, rev. ed. (Valley Forge: Judson Press, 1969), 395-96.
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persevere to the end.”61  Even at the turn of the twentieth century, a number of individuals
in Calvinistic Baptist fellowships embraced varying degrees of free will, while at the
same time choosing to remain where they were denominationally.  Others chose to leave
their Calvinistic brothers and unite with free will fellowships.  Examples of this were
seen with former Baptist ministers becoming associated with the Assemblies of God in
1914, as discussed later.          
     61Ibid., 396.  
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Chapter 5      
Free Will Theology in Cumberland Presbyterianism
Charles Finney has frequently been viewed as a leader of an American Calvinistic 
faction stressing freedom of human will, instead of God’s sovereign choice.  However,
the New Light faction of American Presbyterianism was formed several years before his
rise to prominence, so named because of their use of non-traditional means, or new
measures as they were called, for securing conversions.  Conducting worship services for
many days in succession, or protracted meetings, and offering church membership to new
converts were two of the most drastic new measures employed.  This pro-revival element
developed among some eastern liberals and on the frontier.  Its ministers preached a form
of modified Calvinism allowing for free will in accepting or rejecting salvation.  The
Common Sense Philosophy of Thomas Reid broadened this viewpoint within Calvinistic
circles.  An example of New Light thought taking root in America was seen in the
formation of a modified Calvinistic denomination in 1814, the Cumberland Presbyterian
Church.  A detailed comparison of their Confession of Faith, with the Westminster
Confession, clearly showed how far Cumberland Presbyterians left traditional Calvinistic
doctrine behind.  Although Presbyterians, Congregationalists and Baptists were
overwhelmingly Calvinistic, the former two differed from Baptists with their practice of 
baptizing church members’ infants.1 
     1Hardman, Charles Finney, 3-23, 38-50, 84-85, 91; Presbyterianism’s New Light faction was
sometimes also referred to as New Side or New School.  Modified Calvinism differed from traditional Cal-
vinism’s view of God’s sovereign choice of the elect.  Within this group was a breadth of views.  Some of
these theologians arranged their beliefs so as to only make Calvinism more palatable to the democratic          
spirit in America.  On the other hand, some of these theologians rejected strict predestination altogether, in
favor of free will.  A host of varied views fell between these two extremes.
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Finney’s Oberlin School did not originate free will doctrine within
Presbyterianism, only popularizing it and acting upon its implications, as well as adding
additional nuances of its own.2  As British colonies in America expanded westward
during the early eighteenth century, their growing populations spread over greater
expanses of territory.  Religious denominations sought to establish new churches to meet
the population’s spiritual needs.  This was hampered by a shortage of formally trained
ministers, since institutions of higher learning were few and far between.  The Log
College approach developed within New Light Presbyterianism to meet this need.  Its
genesis occurred with William Tennent opening a small college during the late 1720s, at
Neshaminy, Pennsylvania, in a log cabin connected to his residence.  Tennent’s college,
and many others patterned after it, proved effective in meeting educational needs of the
New Side.  Many ministers trained in this fashion formed modified Calvinistic views.3
The free will Presbyterian faction rejected orthodox Calvinism as interpreted by
the Westminster Confession, which promulgated a strict view of predestination.  Free will
adherents referred to this tenet of Calvinism as fatalism.  Unlike strict Calvinists, these 
Log College preachers did not believe God sovereignly chose those individuals who
would be saved or damned.  Moreover, they rejected belief that those selected for
salvation were inexorably drawn to Christ by God’s grace, a view known as irresistible
grace.  They held to a belief in conditional election “based on the conditions of
repentance, faith, and obedience . . . [that] the doctrine of predestination . . . was an insult
     2The Oberlin School was formed by Finney and Asa Mahan, using Oberlin College in Ohio as a
base of operations.  Hardman, Charles Grandison Finney, 293-323.
     3James W. Fraser, “The Great Awakening and New Patterns of Presbyterian Theological
Education,” Journal of Presbyterian History 60, 3 (Fall 1982): 190-94.
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to the spirit of democratic justice.”4  These ministers were convinced each individual had
volition to either accept or reject the gospel, possessing a real choice between heaven or
hell.  Upon this premise, Log College free will ministers shouldered a responsibility to
persuasively present the gospel message so men might be saved.  This position explained
their intense involvement with revivalistic efforts, such as the Great Awakening.5 
Sixty-five years before the appearance of Finney’s  Lectures on Revivals of
Religion in 1835, Thomas Gibbons posthumously published a three volume work,
Sermons on Important Subjects, by the Reverend Samuel Davies.  The importance of
Davies’ brief life of thirty-seven years to the development of American Calvinism was
not only seen in the promulgation of his theological views, but also in his ministerial and
leadership roles.  According to the Cumberland Presbyterian historian Hubert W.
Morrow, he was “perhaps the most influential leader in Presbyterianism in Virginia and
North Carolina in the mid-eighteenth century.”6  
Davies was educated for the ministry at Samuel Blair’s Log College, Fagg’s
Manor, soon after it opened about 1740.  After receiving his license to preach in 1745, he
served as an itinerant minister for three years, moving through Maryland, New Jersey and
Pennsylvania.  Davies settled in Hanover, Virginia in 1748, being the only New Side
Presbyterian minister within a two or three-hundred mile radius.  Through the develop-
            4Hubert W. Morrow, “A Progressive Theology,” in A People Called Cumberland Presbyterians, 
Ben M. Barrus, Milton L. Baughin, and Thomas H. Campbell, eds. (Memphis: Frontier Press, 1972), 285. 
The Westminster Confession was the benchmark by which orthodox Calvinistic doctrine was evaluated.
            5Morrow, “A Progressive Theology,” 284-86.
            6Albert Barnes, Sermons on Important Subjects, by the Reverend Samuel Davies, A. M., President
of the College of New Jersey, with an Essay on the Life and Times of the Author, Thomas Gibbons, ed., 3
vols. (n.p., Thomas Gibbons, 1770; reprt., New York: Robert Carter and Brothers, 1851), 1: iv, xv;
Morrow, 285.
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ment of an effective pulpit ministry, Davies soon was in much demand as a speaker
across Virginia.  His popularity gained attention of the New York Presbyterian Synod’s
leadership, resulting in his selection to travel to Great Britain on a fund-raising mission in
1753.  During this tour of England, Ireland and Scotland, he secured additional funds for
his synod and special assistance for the Presbyterian’s Princeton Theological Seminary. 
King George II demonstrated interest in Davies’ ministry by summoning him to preach
before the royal court.  Not only was Davies well received, the king made a large
donation to the seminary.  After returning to America, Davies followed Jonathan Edwards
as president of Princeton.  He was subsequently elected  president of the College of New
Jersey in 1759, serving there until his death in 1761.7 
As a New Side minister, Davies promoted a modified Calvinism which, by its
very nature, compelled him to capitalize on spiritual awakenings within his sprawling
charge.  Because his ministry attracted both colonial and trans-Atlantic notice, Davies
exerted greater theological influence than many other ministers who may have been as
good, or even better, theologians than he.  As his sermons demonstrated, Davies deviated
from the strict Calvinist doctrine of predestination in three ways.  First, he rejected belief
that God sovereignly made some men recipients of divine grace while creating others to
continue in reprobation, thereby causing them to suffer eternal damnation.8  In his
sermon, “The Vessels of Mercy and the Vessels of Wrath Delineated,” he used a classic
            7Fraser, 192-93; Barnes, Barnes, 1: xv, xxii, xxviii-xxxiii; Princeton Theological Seminary,
“History of the Seminary,” Princeton Theological Seminary, http://www3.ptsem.edu/intContent.aspx?id=
1264&menu_id=67 (accessed March 4, 2011); Major Wilson, class lecture, HIS8070 Philosophy of
History, Memphis State University, Spring, 1993.
     8Reprobation was morally worthless, condemned, evil, or depraved condition, according to
Webster’s New Collegiate Dictionary.  
101
text from Calvinistic theology, “the vessels of wrath fitted to destruction; and . . . the
vessels of mercy, which He had afore prepared unto glory,” (Romans 9:22-23) to argue
the contrary.  Speaking of Saint Paul, he said,
The preparation of the vessels of mercy for glory, he ascribes to God, as His work
. . . But the fitting or preparing the vessels of wrath for destruction, he does not
ascribe to God, but intimates that it is their own work . . . fitted by their own
willful sin and impenitence, during the long suffering God towards them, which
had a tendency to lead them to repentance . . . Some of you, perhaps, when you
heard the text, were struck with horror, for ‘now, you thought within yourselves,
we shall have a sermon of the horrible doctrine of predestination’ . . . This you
may be sure of, that if you have not made yourselves fit for destruction, and fit for
nothing else, by your own sinful will, you shall never be doomed to it by virtue of
any decree of God.  And on the other hand, you may be equally sure, that he never
decreed to admit you into heaven, unless you are prepared for it; nor to exclude
you unless you are so.9 
Davies viewed each man as able to accept or reject God’s grace, offered to all.  He did not
believe one’s eternal destiny was set by divine fiat prior to birth, but by one’s actions
during their lifetime.  Salvation was a matter of man exercising his own free will in
receiving the grace of God and of godly living, resulting from cooperation with divine
grace.10    
In close relationship to free will, Davies rejected the Calvinistic view of Christ
dying for only part of humanity, that is the elect.  In order for divine grace to be truly
available to all men, Christ’s atonement must have been potentially efficacious for all,
with its realization dependent upon acceptance by man.  In Davies’ sermon, “Dedication
to God Argued from Redeeming Mercy,” he said, 
I venture to assert that Christ died for every man, in such a sense as to warrant all
that hear the gospel to regard the offer of salvation by his death as made to them
            9Barnes, 2: 274-77.
            10Ibid., 2: 274-91.
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without distinction; and to oblige all indefinitely to embrace that offer, or to
believe in him, and to conduct themselves towards him as one that, by his death,
placed them under a dispensation of grace.  Therefore, all are obliged to behave
themselves towards him as their Redeemer, and to own that he has a right to them
upon the footing of redemption.11     
Davies also departed from strict Calvinism’s doctrine of irresistible grace.  In its
place, he asserted that God simply prepared the hearts of sinners so they might accept
salvation.  On October 17, 1756, Davies preached “The Success of the Gospel by the
Divine Power Upon the Souls of Men,” at Hanover, Virginia, emphasizing the agency of
God’s Spirit in making men conscious of their need for salvation.  Davies minimized the
ability of man’s conscience to recognize his need for salvation unaided by the Holy Spirit. 
Preaching the gospel could only be effectual when accompanied by the Holy Spirit
convincing sinners of their need for repentance and divine grace.  However, Davies did
not view these divine efforts so irresistible as to overpower the will of the unregenerate. 
Even after being convinced of their need for salvation, men could exercise freedom of
will, refusing the offer of grace and hardening their hearts in the process.  As he
expounded, 
What is the reason that there are so many secure presumptuous rebels among us,
though the gospel-ministry has so often and long played off its artillery against
them?  The reason is, the weapons of our warfare are not made mighty through
God.  God does not give edge and force to these arms by the all-conquering power
of his Spirit.  But when he begins to work, then the hardest sinner begins to
tremble, the rocky heart breaks to pieces, and his strongholds are demolished.  All
his objections are silenced; he is convinced that he is indeed a rebel against his
rightful Sovereign; that his rebellion is most unnatural, ungrateful, unreasonable,
and the height of wickedness; and that it is most astonishing instance of
condescending grace, that his provoked Sovereign should stoop to treat with him
and deign to propose him articles of reconciliation. . . . Conscience also calls to
the sinner to surrender, to surrender in time, while terms of peace may be
obtained, and warns him of the dreadful consequences of continuing the war. . . .
            11Ibid., 2:85-86.  
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All this time the Spirit of God is at work within, sweetly inclining the heart to        
yield. . . . In short he enforces upon the heart all the applications made from
without by the ministry of the Gospel.12 
Davies’ view of modified Calvinism was characteristic of the Log College’s free
will faction.  These beliefs were carried by Presbyterian migrants from North Carolina
and Virginia to the frontier regions of Tennessee and Kentucky in the late eighteenth and
early nineteenth centuries.  Many Presbyterian ministers on the frontier shouldered their
responsibility in persuading men to accept Christ, people they believed would otherwise
be lost, with this conviction functioning as an impetus for concentrated revivalistic
efforts.  It was from this sociological and theological milieu that both the Great Revival
of 1800 and Cumberland Presbyterian Church came into being.13 
Reasons for the development of the free will school within Calvinism have not
been completely demonstrated, though at least two reasons were inferred.  First, isolated
dissenters from Calvinism had been present since the adoption of the Westminster
Confession, as seen with a prominent Puritan minister in seventeenth-century England,
Richard Baxter, who “rejected in the Confession what we call fatality.”14  Second, strict
Calvinism seemed contrary to Americans’ practice of exercising their own choices for
moving through life, with this perspective present years before they won independence
from Great Britain.  The idea that God would arbitrarily elect some to salvation, while
choosing others to remain forever in a degraded and sinful condition, was repugnant to
            12Ibid., 2:176-77.
            13Morrow, 284-86.
            14Finis Ewing, quoted in  “A Progressive Theology,” Hubert W. Morrow, 285. In  A People Called
Cumberland Presbyterians, Ben M. Barrus, Milton L. Baughin, and Thomas H. Campbell, eds. 285. 
(Memphis: Frontier Press, 1972).
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the individualistic mind set of American frontiersmen.15  A blending of these two
objections to Calvinism would have functioned in spreading acceptance of free will
doctrine, in some measure.  In such a scenario, theology would have been influenced by
the national mind set and personal experiences.  These factors assisted Calvinists in
looking at Scriptures in a new light, one where men were free to either choose or reject
salvation for themselves.    
The impact of Thomas Reid’s Common Sense Philosophy on American
Calvinism was noticeable.  This Presbyterian minister promulgated an anti-Calvinistic
philosophy in Scotland, strongly stressing the ability of human will to choose for itself. 
His major works were: Inquiry into the Human Mind; Essays on the Intellectual Powers
of Man; and Essays on the Active Powers of the Human Mind,  published in 1764, 1785,
and 1788, respectively.16  Since Reid’s philosophical volumes were not published until
decades after the founding of the free will Log College faction, he did not contribute to its
genesis.  Rather, he first became influential in the late eighteenth century, continuing
through much of the nineteenth.  During this period, it was “an irony of history that Reid
was inadvertently to undermine Presbyterianism in America.”17  This primarily occurred
through the influence his works had upon many academic leaders of new colleges
founded during the first half of the nineteenth century.  Nearly all of these new schools
espoused free will Evangelicalism, with Asa Mahan among their leadership.  After
            15Hamilton, “Arminianizing of American Theology,” 52.
            16Thomas Reid, Essays on the Powers of the Human Mind (Cambridge: M.I.T. Press, ed., 1969),
vii-3.
            17Hamilton, 55.
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following Charles Finney as president of Oberlin College, he later accepted leadership of
Adrian College.18  Both these men played important roles in the development of New
Light practices within Presbyterianism.  
James McGready was a Presbyterian minister espousing New Side tenets, moving
to Logan County, Kentucky, during the latter half of 1796.  His three congregations
experienced a revival of religious interest during 1798 and 1799, accompanied by many
new professions of faith in Christ.  As regional interest in revival grew during 1800, a
camp meeting was held at the Gasper River Church in July.  McGready was assisted in
this effort by two fellow Presbyterian ministers, William McGee and William Hodge. 
Following the success of this meeting, others were held throughout the year and into
1801.  These camp meetings witnessed hundreds of, if not a few thousand, conversions
and re-committals of faith.  These revivals became interdenominational in character, with
Methodists particularly having the closest working relationship with these frontier
Presbyterians.19  
McGready emerged as a dominant revival personality and an important
promulgator of revivalism within New Side thought.  The Presbyterian General Assembly
formed the Synod of Kentucky in 1802, to accommodate their denomination’s
organizational needs in ministering to a growing frontier population.  Its territorial area
            18Ibid., 54-57.
            19James Smith, History of the Christian Church from its Origin to the Present Time, Complied
from Various Authors: Including a History of the Cumberland Presbyterian Church, Drawn from Authentic





AA#v=onepage&q&f=false (accessed May 27, 2010).
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began just west of Virginia, stretching from Tennessee’s Cumberland River settlements in
the south and northward into Ohio.20  
In accordance with Presbyterian procedure, ministerial candidates were required
to meet basic standards before receiving initial approval as licentiates, with ordination
coming later after satisfying additional requirements.  Ministerial licentiates were
restricted in administering church ordinances, as only ordained ministers were unfettered
in this regard.  Realities of frontier life combined with this policy to create a shortage of
ministers qualified to administer ordinances, since preaching circuits were often large and
congregations small.  There were simply not enough ordained ministers to circulate
among churches on a timely enough basis to meet the needs of their people.  A majority
of Presbyterian ministers in south-central Kentucky and northern-middle Tennessee
sought a remedy by granting ministerial licenses to men not meeting regular standards for
ministry. These were expected to be men known for their piety, ability to teach and
soundness of doctrine.21  Under these circumstances Alexander Anderson, Finis Ewing
and Samuel King petitioned for ministerial license.  At the 13 April 1802 meeting of the
     20Morrow, 284-86; Edward L. Warren, ed., “Historical Statement,” in Minutes of the “Original”
Cumberland Presbytery 1802-1806 (Louisville: Courier-Journal Job Printing Co., 1906), 21.  The original
Minutes existed only in manuscript form prior to its printing in 1906.  The “Historical Statement” was a one
page history of the Synod of Kentucky and Cumberland Presbytery, containing information not found in the
Minutes.  This was included by the Presbyterian Church’s Stated Clerk, Edward Warren.           
     21Edward Warren, ed., Minutes of the “Original” Cumberland Presbytery 1802-1806 (Louisville:
Courier-Journal Job Printing Co., 1906), 7, 17; Samuel King, Circular Letter, Addressed to the Societies
and Brethren of the Presbyterian Church, recently under the care of the Council, by the late Cumberland
Presbytery: in which there is a correct statement of the origin, progress and termination of the difference
between the Synod of Kentucky, and the former Presbytery of Cumberland, [1810], in James Smith, History
of the Cumberland Presbyterian Church (Nashville: Cumberland Presbyterian Office, 1835), 674-77,
digital facsimile, in Google Books, http://books.google.com/books?id=15ovAAAAYAAJ&pg=PR5&dq=
James+Smith,+History+of+the+Cumberland+Presbyterian+Church&hl=en&ei=C-92TeqXEo-CtgedrMGX
Bg&sa=X&oi= book_result&ct=result&resnum=1&ved=0CC4Q6AEwAA#v=onepage&q&f=false
(accessed May 27, 2010).
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Kentucky Synod’s Transylvania Presbytery, all three were licensed by a seventeen to five
vote.  The dissenters objected to the candidates’ lack of classical learning and
extraordinary ministerial abilities, but also to the use of  abbreviated sermon trials.22
Again, to meet growing spiritual needs on the frontier, the newly created Synod of
Kentucky quickly formed the Cumberland Presbytery in north-central Tennessee, with its
first meeting held 5 April 1803.  James McGready was elected clerk of the new
presbytery, though later serving as moderator.23  A shortage of ministers prompted the
presbytery to begin issuing licences for ministry, with those receiving credentials
expected to demonstrate “their experimental acquaintance with religion, and their
knowledge of divinity, . . . having adopted the Confession of Faith and answered the
questions appointed.”24  The Cumberland Presbytery’s meeting on 7 October 1803 was
presented with a petition from two congregations requesting the ordination of Finis
Ewing.  The Minutes recorded a discussion of the shortage of ordained ministers for
administering ordinances in connection with these petitions.  The presbytery approved
Ewing, and his ordination took place the following month, with James McGready
presiding over this service and delivering the ordination charge to Ewing.  At the
     22[Thomas Horace Cleland],  A Brief History of the Rise, Progress, and Termination of the
Proceedings of the Synod of Kentucky, Relative to the Late Cumberland Presbytery: In which is Brought to
View a Brief Account of the Origin and Present Standing of the people Usually Denominated Cumberland
Presbyterians; as Taken from Official Documents and Facts in Possession of Synod (Lexington, Kentucky:




resnum=1&ved=0CCgQ6AEwAA#v=onepage&q&f=false (accessed May 27, 2010). 
     23Warren, “Historical Statement,” 21; Warren, Minutes of the “Original” Cumberland Presbytery,
3, 11. 
     24Minutes of the “Original” Cumberland Presbytery, 17.
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presbytery’s 3 April 1804 meeting, Ewing was received as a member and seated along
with other ordained ministers.  Some presbytery members took exception to his seating as
a member, questioning its legality.  Although the Minutes did not indicate the reason his
detractors questioned his seating, it certainly rested upon his ordination’s validity.  The
presbytery considered objections before agreeing by a large majority to seat Ewing,. 
Unanimity did not exist on the issue of licensing and ordaining men failing to meet the
traditional Presbyterian standards, regardless of difficulties created by a shortage of
credentialed ministers.25
Those in opposition to lower ministerial standards filed a complaint with the
Kentucky Synod, resulting in the appointment of a commission to investigate their
allegations.  The commission convened a meeting with members of the Cumberland
Presbytery at the Gasper meeting house in Logan County, Kentucky, on 3 December
1805.  After examining the evidence presented, the commission found a majority of the
Cumberland Presbytery’s members guilty of irregularities in two major areas.26  It
declared their errors were, “1st, The licensing unlearned men, or such as had not been
examined on the learned languages, & c.  2nd, That those men who were licensed, both
learned and unlearned, were only required to adopt the Confession of Faith partially; that
is, as far as they believed it to agree with the word of God.”27  The commission further
ruled all ministers credentialed by the presbytery be handed over for re-examination.  The
presbytery rejected this ruling as unprecedented, maintaining the right of presbyteries as
     25Ibid.,7-9.
     26King, Circular Letter, 677;  [Cleland],  A Brief History, 11.
     27King, Circular Letter, 677.
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sole judges in determining fitness of their own ministerial candidates.  Still, the
commission prohibited these new ministers from preaching under the Presbyterian
banner, ordering the regularly ordained ministers to later appear for an examination of
their own faith.  In defiance to these measures, a majority of the presbytery’s ministers
continued encouraging under-qualified ministers to maintain their ministries, determining
to do the same themselves.28  
The Cumberland Presbytery met for the last time 7 October 1806, as it was
dissolved by the Kentucky Synod during the winter that same year, with James
McGready, William Hodge, William McGee and John Rakin absent from this meeting.29 
The presbytery received testimony against all four men, resulting in them being charged
with “persisting in encouraging and in holding Christian and ministerial communion with
those young men declared by the Commission of the Synod to be destitute of any
authority to administer sealing ordinances, preach or exhort in the Presbyterian Church.”30 
It was ordered that notice of these allegations be sent to the Kentucky Synod in
preparation for further actions.           
Since a number of the Cumberland Presbytery’s members were convinced the
Kentucky Synod’s commission acted illegally in 1805, they formed an extralegal
committee to pursue their interests.  They appealed the commission’s actions to the
Presbyterian General Assembly, Kentucky Synod and Transylvania Presbytery, seeking
     28Ibid., 679. 
     29Minutes of the “Original” Cumberland Presbytery, 20;  Edward L. Warren, “Historical
Statement,” 21.
     30Minutes of the “Original” Cumberland Presbytery, 20.
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redress for over four years without success.  As a last attempt towards reconciliation in
the summer of 1809, the committee chose two commissioners to carry a proposal to the
Transylvanian Presbytery, entreating,31  
We, the preachers belonging to the Council, both young and old, from a sincere
desire to be in union with the general body of the Presbyterian church, are willing
to be examined on the tenants of our holy religion, by the Transylvania Presbytery,
Synod, or a committee appointed for that purpose; taking along the idea, however,
that we be received or rejected as a connected body.  Also, all our ministers,
ordained and licentiates retain their former authority derived from the Cumberland
Presbytery.  It is moreover understood, that if the Synod should require the
preachers to re-adopt the Confession of Faith, that it should be with the exception
of FATALITY only.32        
Ministerial credentialing procedures were not the only points of contention, since
dissenting ministers in the Cumberland Presbytery were adamantly unwilling to adopt
elements of the Presbyterians’ Confession embracing fatalism, or predestination instead
of free will.  Ministerial standards may have only been the occasion for this eruption, as
free will views were embraced by dissenting ministers.  The commissioners were
instructed to present the proposal as drafted, without any authority to negotiate its
contents.  The synod refused to consider the case since it was presented to represent this
group of ministers under charges, instead of individually.  It also refused to exempt
ministers from any article of their Confession of Faith.  After the commissioners reported
back to the Cumberland committee the dissenting ministers held a council at Shilo church
in October.  They reached a tentative agreement to constitute a new presbytery early the
next year, one independent of existing Presbyterian authority.  On 4 February 1810,
Samuel McAdow, Finis Ewing and Samuel King met at McAdow’s house in Dickson
     31Buck, “Presbyterians, Cumberland”; King, Circular Letter, 681-82. 
     32King, Circular Letter, 681. 
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County, Tennessee, forming a new and independent Cumberland Presbytery.  In April
1813, it was decided to divide this area into three presbyteries, forming a synod from
them the first Wednesday in October.  Their number of ministers increased from nine to
nineteen by 1815, with another ten ministerial candidates.33  Requirements for ordination
were to include knowledge of “English Grammar, Geography, Astronomy, natural and
moral Philosophy, and Church History.”34  Doctrinally, ministerial candidates were
expected to “adopt the confession and discipline of the presbyterian church, except the
idea of fatality that seems to be taught under the mysterious doctrine of predestination.”35 
Cumberland Presbyterians staunchly rejected Calvinism’s predestination, not wanting its
ministers to embrace what they believed was doctrinal error.                
Not long after its creation in 1810, Samuel King sought to explain the actions of
those involved in forming an independent Cumberland Presbytery through issuing a
Circular Letter to the larger non-Cumberland Presbyterian constituency.  He argued for
the right to exercise religious freedom and latitude in pursuing the dictates of individual
conscience, in opposition to what he characterized as unreasonable demands by the
Kentucky Synod.  King reasoned that capitalizing on the Great Revival’s progress
required an expanded clergy, necessitating a more flexible approach to credentialing
ministers.  Traditional Presbyterianism’s rigid ministerial standards created an avoidable
shortage of licensed workers in a revival field needing preachers for both evangelization
and taking care of the newly formed congregations.  The new Cumberland Presbytery
     33Buck, “Presbyterians, Cumberland”; King, Circular Letter, 681-82.
     34Buck, “Presbyterians, Cumberland.”
     35Ibid. 
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would only credential able and respectable men, those demonstrating a call of God to
preach.  Despite the desirability of knowing ancient Hebrew and New Testament Greek
for studying scriptures, these would not be prerequisites for credentials.  To further justify
their separation, King discussed  detailed information about the Kentucky Synod’s
committee dealings with the original Cumberland Presbytery, leading to the latter’s 
dissolution and the subsequent creation of an independent presbytery in its place.  He
contended that every reasonable avenue was pursued before an independent presbytery
was formed as a last resort.36                          
The regular Presbyterian Church sought to minimize damage from the
Cumberland Presbyterian eruption by publishing A Pastoral Letter; Addressed to the
Churches Under the Care of the Presbytery of West Tennessee, in 1812.  The genesis of
this eruption was blamed on uneducated frontier preachers agitating simple pioneer
people for their own ends.  Lack of doctrinal knowledge led to many egregious beliefs
and practices.  Details of the Cumberland Presbytery’s appeals to the Transylvania
Presbytery, Kentucky Synod and General Assembly were reviewed to show the
Cumberland Presbyterians unreasonableness, including reprints of letters addressing this
issue.  The Presbyterian Church argued it had acted constitutionally and reasonably in
disciplining these uncooperative ministers, considering it regrettable to have been forced
to suspend McGee and McAdow on disciplinary grounds.  The Pastoral Letter also 
     36King, Circular Letter, 674-82.
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castigated Cumberland Presbyterians’ departure from Calvinism, dealing particularly with
the issue of fatality.37            
Two Cumberland Presbyterian ministers, Finis Ewing and Robert Donnell, sought
to make the history and beliefs of their new fellowship known to a broader audience by 
authoring an article, “Cumberland Presbyterians,” published in the 1814 edition of A
Theological Dictionary, edited by Charles Buck.38  Cumberland Presbyterians rejected
Calvinistic views of predestination in the Westminister Confession, declaring, 
That the Presbyterian confession is their confession, ‘except the idea of
fatality’ . . . . They dissent from the Confession--in, 1st, That there are no eternal
reprobates. --2nd, That Christ died not for a part only, but for all mankind. --3rd,
That all infants, dying in infancy are saved through Christ, and sanctification of
the Spirit.   --4th, That the Spirit of God operates on the world, or as
co-extensively as Christ has made the atonement, in such a manner as to leave all
men inexcusable.39 
Their second disagreement with the Westminster Confession expressed the same view as
Davies, “that Christ died for every man.”40  The Cumberland Presbyterians were not
introducing novel theological views into Presbyterianism.  Rather, they only made a
formal statement of what had been accepted by many free will Presbyterian theologians
for years.41  On the spectrum between strict Arminianism and strict Calvinism,
Cumberland Presbyterians placed themselves in an intermediate position by viewing both
     37Samuel Donnell and Gideon Blackburn, A Pastoral Letter; Addressed to the Churches Under the
Care of the Presbytery of West Tennessee, by said Presbytery. April 7 th, 1812 (Nashville, Eastin and Gwin,
1812), 3-24.
            38Morrow, 286.
            39 “Presbyterians, Cumberland.”
            40Barnes, 285.
            41Ewing, “Cumberland Presbyterians,” 488.
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these views as too extreme, rejecting on one hand Calvinism’s predestination, and one the
other hand Arminianism stress on righteous works.
At a meeting of the Cumberland Synod, held at Snugg’s Creek, Tennessee April 5
through 9, 1814, Cumberland Presbyterians formally adopted a constitution.  The
Confession of Faith contained in this document gave stark testimony to their rejection of
Calvinistic predestination.  Cumberland Presbyterians used the Westminster Confession
as a pattern for formulating their own confession, editing it to bring it into conformity
with their own views.  Both confessions arranged articles of faith into brief chapters,
often only a page or two in length.  In comparison with the Westminster Confession, the
Cumberland Presbyterian Confession of Faith showed the depth of their objections to
fatalistic theology.  Entire paragraphs and subsections of long held Presbyterian doctrine
were either modified, or completely deleted, to remove most traces of Calvinism.  The
only exception to this was retaining the doctrine of perseverance of the saints, believing a
person could never lose their salvation once they had truly accepted Christ.42  Cumberland
Presbyterians understood this in light of God’s grace as sufficient to retain saints in the
state of salvation after choosing to accept Christ, rather than intrinsically tying it to
predestination.
The first two chapters of the Cumberland Confession pertained to the canon of
scripture and doctrine of the trinity, exhibiting conformity with the Westminster
Confession.  The crux of their doctrinal differences were found in the next chapter,
            42Cumberland Presbyterian Church, The Constitution of the Cumberland Presbyterian Church, in
the United States of America: Containing the Confession of Faith, A Catechism, the Government and
Discipline, and the Directory for the Worship of God (Nashville: M. and J. Norvell, 1815; facsimile repr.,
Memphis, Tennessee: Memphis Theological Seminary Library, 1978), i-89; Westminister Confession of
Faith, 1649 (n.p., n.d.), reprt., in Free Presbyterian Church, http://www.freepres.org/westminster.htm
(accessed March 8, 2011).  
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concerning the decrees of God.43  The opening sentence of the Westminster Confession’s
chapter on decrees declared, “God from all eternity did, by the most wise and holy
counsel of his own will, freely and unchangeably ordain whatsoever comes to pass.”44  
The divines at Westminster believed God had decreed the occurrence of everything in the
history of the universe, past and present.  For reasons known only to God, he declared in
his sovereignty that “some men and angels are predestinated unto everlasting life, and
others foreordained to everlasting death.”45
Westminster divines saw God’s selection of the elect on grounds of his own will,
“without any foresight of faith or good works, or perseverance in either of them, or any
other . . . causes moving him thereunto; and all to the praise of his glorious grace.”46  Men
were unable to do anything to merit inclusion among the elect.  For God’s own purposes,
he decreed those who were to be saved or damned.  The elect were chosen for the glory of
God, as were the lost.  God determined the unalterable number of elect and reprobates
before the world was created.  Calvinists believed God acted without violating the will or
liberty of men, simply by choosing those on whom to bestow his grace.  The elect
experienced the drawing of the Holy Spirit, allowing them to be brought into a
relationship with God.  The elect always responded to God’s drawing influence at his
appointed time to receive grace through faith in the work of Christ.  On the other hand,
the non-elect were neither drawn effectually by God’s spirit, nor could they possibly
     43Cumberland Confession, 1-12; Westminster Confession.
     44Westminster Confession. 
     45Ibid.
     46Ibid.   
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experience salvation.  The Westminster Confession did not see this as a divine
overpowering of wills among the damned, since men did not desire what God’s spirit had
not offered to them.47    
Cumberland Presbyterians deleted 98 percent of the text from this chapter of the
Westminster Confession, completely rejecting deterministic concepts in the doctrine of
decrees, condensing their view of decrees into two paragraphs, declaring,
God did, by the most wise and holy counsel of his own will, determine to act or
bring to pass, what should be for his own glory [a].  II. God has not decreed
anything respecting his creature man contrary to his revealed will or written word
[b]; which declares his sovereignty over all his creatures [c], the ample provision
he hath made for their salvation [d], his determination to punish the finally
impenitent, with everlasting destruction [e], and to save the true believer with an
everlasting salvation.48
Emphasis was shifted away from God decreeing what would come to pass for his glory. 
Instead, God was seen determining action towards bringing about his own will and glory. 
They viewed Christ’s death as efficacious for the salvation of all men willing to come to
Christ and not only for a chosen elect.  There existed potential for all men to become
Christians, with the choice of salvation resting within the individual, rather than God’s
decree.49
In arguing against decrees, Cumberland Presbyterians cited a number of scripture
references speaking of God’s love for all mankind, Christ dying for all sinners, and God’s
will that none should be damned.  Despite this chapter’s brevity, it included a three and a
half page footnote, stating general belief in a form of predestination.  But they demurred
            47Ibid.
            48Cumberland Confession, 8.
            49Ibid.
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in explaining how predestination and free will were compatible, considering its nature a
mystery.  For them, Calvinism drove rationally accountable man into the asylum of fate,
with Arminianism overly stressing man’s works.  In seeing God’s grace, love and mercy
as unmerited, they perceived Arminians as depending too much on man’s capabilities,
since it leaned heavily upon man’s works.  On the other hand, Calvinists’ insistence upon
salvation only by election was considered rejection of man’s free agency.  Cumberland
Presbyterians believed man must exercise free will to access the unmerited mercies of
God.50
Cumberland Presbyterians believed God had chosen nations and individuals for
specific purposes of his sovereign will throughout history.  However, they disagreed that
this was also true where salvation was concerned.  Intertwined in this was the principle of
reprobation.  Calvinists believed the non-elect were inalterably and eternally reprobates. 
They could do nothing in this life to change their waiting fate, to be utterly lost and
damned before God’s judgment seat.  Cumberland Presbyterians rejected this in favor of
legal reprobation, whereby mankind was estranged from God through transgressing his
law, explaining, “When man sinned, he was legally reprobated, but not damned.”51 
Sinners were seen as possessing the opportunity of turning to God and being added to the
ranks of the elect.  The lost were not eternally lost, or damned, unless they died in their
sins.  The Cumberland Confession  reduced the plan of salvation to principles of grace
and duty.  God, by his grace, acted to call, reprove, draw by his spirit, reveal his Word, 
     50Ibid., 8-12.
     51Ibid.,10.  
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invite, show mercy and give pardon.  For man’s part, he was to obey God, turn from his
evil ways, cooperate with God’s spirit and turn to God.52
Chapter four pertained to creation, where the Cumberland Confession again
showed agreement with the Westminster Confession.  Considerable differences existed in
the following chapter, addressing God’s providence, where the Cumberland Confession
deleted 35 percent of this text from the Westminster Confession.  In its first section
discussing God’s providential actions in relation to all creatures and creation, the phrase
“according to his infallible foreknowledge and free and immutable counsel of his own
will” was deleted. 53  The implication that God’s will to choose someone, or not, for
salvation was objectionable to Cumberland Presbyterians’ sense of free will.  Sections
two and four were completely deleted for the same reason, with this rooted in their
resistance to fatalism.54  The Westminster Confession stated, “All things come to pass
immutably and infallibly . . . his providence . . . extendeth itself even to the first fall . . .
and that by not bare permission . . . yet so as the sinfulness thereof proceedeth only from
the creature, and not from God; who . . . [cannot] be the author or approver of sin.”55
Plainly, the Westminster Confession held that the original fall of man as within the
perfect, rather than permissive, will of God.  Cumberland Presbyterians could not accept
the assertion that man sinned because God willed it to be so.  Although the Westminster
Confession denied this made God the author of sin, such a connotation was seen by these
     52Ibid., 9-12.
     53Westminster Confession. 
     54Cumberland Confession, 13-14.
     55Westminster Confession.
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modified Calvinists.  In like fashion, the Confession of Faith’s chapter six, dealing with
man’s fall, sin and punishment, had two short sections deleted.56  The first deletion spoke
of mankind’s original sin, claiming God had preordained it, “to permit, having purposed
to order it to his own glory.”57  The second deletion referred to sin “both original and
actual” as bringing guilt upon the sinner.58  Cumberland Presbyterians’ objection to this
was two-fold.  The Westminster Confession again stated sin occurred by God willing it
into being.  While its authors agreed there was a sin original to mankind, they denied it
had been passed down to successive generations.  Each individual possessed responsibil-
ity for his own sins, not for the sins of his forefathers.  This position reflected their belief
in man’s free will and free agency.           
The Cumberland Confession’s following chapter focused upon God’s covenant
with man, deleting the phrase, “and promising to give unto all those that are ordained
unto life his Holy Spirit, to make them willing and able to believe.”59  Cumberland
Presbyterians rejected this portion on three grounds.  First, since the Westminster
Confession spoke of those individuals whom God had chosen as part of the elect, it
staked out an unacceptably deterministic position.  Second, it stated man’s dependency on
God in making him able to will unto belief, since he lacked ability to choose Christ by his
own volition.  Third, was the concept that man lacked ability to believe the gospel, even if
he was willing.  These Calvinistic views were moderated by the Cumberland
     56Westminster Confession; Cumberland Confession, 15-16.
     57Westminster Confession. 
            58Ibid.
            59Ibid.
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Presbyterians’ belief in the conversion experience facilitated by the Holy Spirit’s ministry
of convincing sinners of their need for salvation.60
The Cumberland Presbyterians’ chapter on the mediating role of Christ contained
no deviation from the Westminster Confession.  However, the Cumberland Confession
made two alterations to chapter nine, both pertaining to man’s free will.  The Westminster
Confession stated, “natural man . . . is not able by his own strength, to convert himself, or
prepare himself thereunto.”61  The Cumberland Confession added “without divine aid.”62  
Since free will was at the heart of Cumberland Presbyterians’ rejecting most Calvinistic
doctrine, one would have expected greater deviation from the Westminster Confession’s
chapter on free will.  Calvinism asserted God’s active role and man’s completely passive
role in the salvation process.  There was a considerable difference between this and
Cumberland Presbyterians’ view of man acting to prepare himself through divine
assistance, since it provided man with choice to either take advantage of this aid or not.
Chapter ten addressed the concept of an effectual calling, having several
modifications and deletion of about 25 percent of the text.63  The Westminster Confession
stated, “All those whom God hath predestinated unto life, and those only, he is pleased, in
his appointed and accepted time, effectually to call, by his Word and Spirit to bring them
     60Cumberland Confession, 16-17.
     61Westminster Confession.  
     62Cumberland Confession, 23.
     63Cumberland Confession, 23-24.
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out of that state of sin and death.”64  The concept of an effectual calling was centered in
the elect solely possessing ability to respond to God in a way that is acceptable to him,
although others will also hear the invitation through the preaching of the gospel.  On the
other hand, the Cumberland Confession declared, “All those whom God calls, and who
obeys the call, and those only, he is pleased by his Word and Spirit, to bring them out of
that state of sin and death.”65  The Westminster Confession’s emphasis upon the results of
God’s predestination was changed to reflect the choice of those who would obey his call,
implying some would reject the call through the exercise of their own volition.66  This
stood in contradiction to the Westminster Confession’s assertion that those called would
obey God and receive salvation.  Cumberland Presbyterians’ doctrinal emphases on both
human choice and God working by his Spirit to achieve human salvation was a
compelling force towards their involvement in evangelistic activities.  They believed that
men must hear God’s call to salvation through preaching before the Spirit could pull on
their hearts to believe and accept Christ.  Responsibility for conducting preaching fell
upon the church, a challenge Cumberland Presbyterians faced with vigor.
The Westminster Confession spoke of man’s role in the salvation process.  It
claimed that man was “altogether passive therein, until, being quickened and renewed by
the Holy Spirit, he is thereby able to answer the call.”67  This was modified in the
Cumberland Confession to state man “is altogether dead in sin, until, being enlightened
            64Westminster Confession.  
            65Cumberland Confession, 23.
     66Ibid.
            67Westminster Confession.
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by the Holy Spirit, he is thereby enabled to answer this call.”68   A strict Calvinistic view
saw the sinner as needing to experience a qualitative transformation, in which he had no
active participation, before possessing ability to answer God’s call to salvation.  To the
contrary, Cumberland Presbyterians denied man’s passivity in this process.  However,
they admitted man’s spiritual inability to respond to God’s call without divine
intervention.  This inability was not seen as correctable through a qualitative work upon
man, but, by enlightening his intellect to  assist him in seeing his need to answer God’s
call.   
Concerning the eternal state of infants and the mentally handicapped, the
Cumberland Confession stated they all experienced regeneration and salvation through
the work of Christ, whereas the Westminster Confession held this was true only as long as
these individuals were among those God had elected for salvation.  This position was in
line with their belief that the non-elect did not possess ability to choose Christ.  As such,
it made no difference whether or not they were mentally able to make any choices for
themselves or not, since salvation rested upon election and not personal choice.69  The
Westminster Confession’s fourth section of this chapter argued that the non-elect were
unable to hear the gospel and answer its call.  The Cumberland Confession omitted this
entire section from its text.70  
In its following chapter addressing justification, there were two modifications to
the Westminster Confession.  Where it stated, “Those whom God effectually calleth he
            68Cumberland Confession, 24.
            69Cumberland Confession, 24; Westminster Confession.
            70Cumberland Confession, 24; Westminster Confession.
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also freely justifieth,”71 the Cumberland Confession said, “Those whom God calleth (and
who obey the call) he also freely justifieth.”72  Again, Cumberland Presbyterians asserted
man possessed volition to either accept or reject God’s call, while strict Calvinists were
convinced God’s call was effectual for those chosen to be part of the elect.  The
Cumberland Confession also deleted the Westminster Confession’s phrase73 “God did,
from all eternity, decree to justify the elect.”74  This made salvation to rest upon God’s
decree concerning a chosen few, instead of man’s acceptance of salvation offered to all. 
Instead, the Cumberland Confession declared, “God before the foundation of the world,
determined to justify all true believers . . . and Christ did, in the fullness of time, die for
their sins.”75 
The chapter on adoption was unchanged, while the one on sanctification received
the addition of an extra section, saying, “Although the remains of depravity may continue
to affect the true believer in this life, yet it is his duty and privilege, through grace, to
keep a conscience void of offence toward God and toward men.”76  This may have been
added to stress man exercising free will through his duties and privileges afforded under
grace.  Chapter fourteen addressed saving faith, containing a modification of its first
section.  The Westminster Confession stated, “The grace of faith, whereby the elect are
     71Westminster Confession.
     72Cumberland Confession, 25. 
     73Ibid., 26.
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enabled to believe to the saving of their souls, is the work of the Spirit of Christ in their
hearts.”77  The Cumberland Confession said, “The grace of faith whereby sinners are
united to Christ, is the work of the Spirit of Christ in their hearts.”78  Cumberland
Presbyterians did not limit the possession of saving faith to any particular group, but
spoke of it being available to all sinners.  Also, they dropped the Calvinistic emphasis
upon God making it possible for men to believe through deletion of enabled.  
The Cumberland Confession used the following chapters from the Westminster
Confession pertaining to repentance and good works in their entirety.  The final
differences between these two documents were found in chapter eighteen, concerned with
perseverance of the saints.  The Westminster Confession began by saying, “They whom
God hath accepted in his Beloved, effectually called and sanctified by his Spirit, can
neither totally nor finally fall away from the state of grace.”79  On the other hand, the
Cumberland Confession declared, “They whom God hath justified and sanctified, he will
also glorify . . . consequently the truly regenerated soul will never totally nor finally fall
away from the state of grace.”80  The Cumberland Presbyterians’ modification was done
to remove the Calvinistic assertion that only the predestined elect, implied by the term
beloved, were able to enter the state of salvation.  The same point was seen in the
Westminster Confession’s assertion it was “not upon their own free-will, but upon the
     77Westminster Confession. 
            78Cumberland Confession, 29.
     79Westminster Confession. 
            80Cumberland Confession, 34.
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immutability of the decree of election.”81  This phrase was omitted from the Cumberland
Confession, since it made perseverance to rest upon God’s decree, instead of the
believer’s choice in accepting Christ.  The Cumberland Presbyterians used a page-long
footnote to emphasize how the Calvinistic interpretation of the perseverance of the saints
had historically been abused to cultivate a false hope among those who had never truly
accepted Christ.82  They asserted, “we may not expect the true  Christian to fall into such
gross sins.”83    
A comparison of strict Calvinism with the views of Cumberland Presbyterians has
shown a crucial tenet embraced by both, found in their common agreement on the
perseverance of the saints, who could “never fall from the state of justification . . . [that
they could] never [be] cast off, but sealed to the day of redemption.”84  However, each
placed their convictions on different foundations.  The Westminster Confession argued
the elect must accept salvation, and consequently be kept within God’s saving grace,
regardless of any sin they may or may not repent of, because God decreed it be so. 
Conversely, the Cumberland Presbyterians accepted a belief in perseverance as the
outcome of the sinner’s decision to accept the grace of God into his own life.  Belief in
this form of perseverance demonstrated the Cumberland Presbyterians only remaining
consequential tie with Calvinism.  Wrapped in their concept of perseverance was an
emphasis upon God’s grace, rather than on man’s meritorious works, with opposition to
     81Westminster Confession. 
     82Cumberland Confession, 36-37.
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this latter tenet a major reason why Cumberland Presbyterians were careful in
maintaining their distinction from strict Arminianism.   
According to the Cumberland Presbyterian historian and theologian, Joe Ben Irby,
his denomination did not exert “much if any influence upon the New School theology,
although they were becoming stronger during the life of the New School Church,” or New
Light movement.85  During the early nineteenth century, the New School generally
attempted to accommodate a degree of free will into Calvin’s system of predestination,
though without arguing for its repudiation.  Due to the influence of theologians and lead-
ers like Samuel Davies, a truly modified form of Calvinism was emerging before 1750,
becoming more pervasive in frontier areas.  Into this milieu were added the concepts of
free will espoused by Thomas Reid, during the late 1700s and early 1800s, aided by the
existence of the Log College School.  Perhaps the theological importance of the
Cumberland Presbyterian Church could be best understood by its relationship to New
Light views, participating in its development, expansion and dissemination of its ideas.86   
              If Irby was correct in postulating that Cumberland Presbyterians were not
influential in developing New School Theology, then at least they certainly reflected
evolving views of Calvinism within this school of thought and served as a
denominational example of where this theology might lead by visibly institutionalizing its
views.  Their involvement with fervent evangelism of the Great Awakening came to
typify efforts of many New Light adherents.  As part of the larger New Light movement,
     85Joe Ben Irby, “The New School Presbyterian Doctrine of Predestination: Westminster or New
Haven?” The Cumberland Seminarian  18 (Winter 1980):35.
     86Morrow, “A Progressive Theology,” 284-99;  Hamilton, “Academic Orthodoxy,” 55-56.
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Cumberland Presbyterians’ very existence as a free will Presbyterian fellowship provided
a measure of  theological foundation for New Light ministers coming later, such as
Charles Finney and Asa Mahan.  These men built upon this foundation by popularizing
New Light views, both in America and internationally.                        
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Chapter 6
Free Will Trends in American Presbyterianism: Oberlin Theology
Within fifteen years of Cumberland Presbyterianism’s establishment, Charles
Finney entered the ministry and built upon existing views of free will within Calvinism,
developing a strain of modified Calvinism termed Oberlin Theology.  No direct,or
personal connection between the development of Oberlin Theology and Cumberland
Presbyterianism could be readily demonstrated.  However, considering the impact of the
latter’s rupture from mainstream Presbyterianism it was reasonable that their doctrine
would have been familiar to Finney.  While Cumberland Presbyterians may not be able to
claim a great deal of credit for New Side Presbyterianism accepting a more modified
stance on predestination in the early nineteenth century, its free will position was still a
negligible strand within this broader neo-orthodox movement.  Oberlin Theology did not
possess considerable substantive differences with the Cumberland Presbyterian
Confession of Faith concerning free will and revivals.  Still, Finney added his own
nuances, such as a magnified importance of the Holy Spirit’s participation in the
conversion process and entire sanctification.
Finney viewed himself as a New Side minister, with a definite pro-revival
orientation.  By studying for the ministry under a local pastor he participated in the Log
College approach, instead of a seminary education.  His adamant views favoring free will
put him at the extreme end of the modified Calvinism faction.  He combined his efforts
with Asa Mahan, founding Oberlin College in 1835 and together developing Oberlin
Theology.  They promoted and popularized an evolving form of Calvinism having its
beginning at least a hundred years prior.  Finney was perhaps the most prominent New
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Light proponent of his generation in both America and England.  For him, this theology
all centered upon God’s willingness to forgive everyone upon repentance and man’s
ability to repent.  Because this view was so staunchly free will, Oberlin proponents
suffered repeated attacks from theologians with stronger Calvinistic positions.1 
Finney’s  major detractors were found within a circle of theologians connected
with Princeton Seminary, using The Biblical Repertory and Princeton Review as a means
of launching their criticisms.  Charles Hodge founded this journal in 1825, continuing as
its editor for over forty years.  He also served as professor at Princeton for about fifty
years.  Hodge was strictly devoted to doctrines of Old School Calvinism, acting as a chief
defender against the New School.  His conservatism was exemplified by his claim that
Princeton Seminary never did any new thinking, since it was only concerned with
learning what had already been established as true doctrine.  He was very influential
within the Presbyterian Church, later serving as the General Assembly moderator in 1846
and sitting on important denominational boards.2     
Charles Finney served both Presbyterian and Congregational churches.  He
conducted successful revival campaigns in western New York state, helping to propel him
into similar efforts on the east coast.  When health forced him to withdraw from the full-
time evangelistic field, he accepted a pastorate at Chatham Street Chapel in New York
City.  As pastor, Finney sought church growth through conversions, rather than drawing
Christians from elsewhere.  Whenever their building reached its limits of accommodation
     1Irby, “New School Doctrine of Predestination,” 35; Hardman, Charles Finney, 3-23, 38-50, 84-
85, 91, 296; Hamilton, “Arminianizing of American Theology,” 52; Swing, “Oberlin Theology,” 465-67.
     2Timothy L. Smith, “The Doctrine of the Sanctifying Spirit: Charles Finney’s Synthesis of
Wesleyan and Covenant Theology”: Wesleyan Theological Journal, 13 (Spring 1978): 92; Dictionary of
American Biography (NewYork: Charles Scribner, 1928-37), s.v., “Charles Hodge,” ed., Dumas Malone.
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through growth, he split off a portion of its membership, forming a separate congregation. 
In this fashion, seven churches were established during his pastorate.  Even as a pastor,
the rigors of aggressive evangelism took its toll on his health, prompting a sabbatical
leave for rest.  After returning from a six-month Mediterranean cruise in 1834, Finney
consented to the publisher Joshua Leavitt’s request to prepare a series of lectures for both
oral delivery and publication, choosing the topic of revivals.  On 5 December 1834, he
delivered the first of twenty-two Friday evening lectures at Chatham Street Chapel,
subsequently published serially in Leavitt’s New York Evangelist as the lectures
progressed.3 
During the winter1835, Finney accepted a professorship in theology at the newly
founded Oberlin College, arriving there by summer.  His recent lecture series was
published in book form as Lectures on Revivals of Religion that spring.  Leavitt sold
12,000 copies as quickly as they came off his press, with a British publisher printing
another 80,000 volumes during Finney’s lifetime.  Translations were made into Welsh 
and French, perhaps German as well.4  He sought to define the term revival and explain
why it did, or did not, occur.  Finney saw revivals as occasions where sinners were saved
     3Charles Finney, Memoirs of Charles G. Finney (New York: A. S. Barnes and Company, 1876),
323-25, digital facsimile, in Google Books, http://books.google.com/books?id=sIMvAQAAIAAJ&print
sec=frontcover&dq=editions:5yquj_IoepMC&hl=en&ei=InJxTd2cH4e-tgeT0-2FDw&sa=X&oi=book_resu
lt&ct=result&resnum=2&ved=0CC0Q6AEwAQ#v=onepage&q&f=false (accessed March 4, 2011); 
Hardman, Charles Finney, 274-77.  Leavitt founded the weekly New York Evangelist in 1832, in order to
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the latter during the Civil War.  He served as editor from its founding until 1837.  The paper was as a major
voice for New School Presbyterianism from 1865-1885. Hoornstra, 82, 160.  
     4Charles Finney, Lectures on Revivals of Religion 2nd ed. (New York: Leavitt, Lord and Co.,
1835), iii-vi, digital facsimile, in Google Books, http://books.google.com/books?id=SAkLmo 8S50oC&
printsec=frontcover&dq=Charles+Finney,+Lectures+on+Revivals+of+Religion&hl=en&ei=9HJxTd_wOofI
twec46T7Dg&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=1&ved=0CDoQ6AEwAA#v=onepage&q&f=fals
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and Christians experienced rekindling of fervent relationships to God, as indicated by
their behavior.  He rejected the idea of revivals occurring by God’s sovereign acts, that
God would choose to instigate revivals in some places and times but not at others.5 
Instead, he believed Christians were the key element for their occurrence, refusing to
accept revivals as miraculously produced, reasoning,
When mankind becomes religious, they are not able to put forth exertions which
they were before unable to put forth.  They only exert the powers they had before
in a different way, and use them to the glory of God. . . . It is not a miracle, or
dependent on a miracle in any sense.  It is a purely philosophical result of the right
use of a constituted means.6    
This position was rooted in Finney’s concept of man’s free agency and ability to
act as God’s agents in religious affairs.  He called upon Christians to prepare themselves
for revival by asking God to prepare their hearts, saying, “A revival is nothing else than a
new beginning of obedience to God.  Just as the case of a converted sinner, the first step
is a deep repentance, a breaking down of the heart, a getting down into the dust before
God, with deep humility, and forsaking of sin.”7  In taking this view Finney’s
pneumatology reflected a reduced role for the Holy Spirit in the sense of sovereignly
initiating outbreaks of revivals, since he believed man’s evangelistic actions determined
revival occurrences.8  Finney thought theology relegating revivals to providently chosen
periods resulted in multitudes of sinners remaining unsaved, since this Calvinistic view
resulted in men’s inactivity of religious concern and effort.  
     5Finney, Lectures on Revivals, 9-13.
     6Ibid., 12.
     7Ibid., 14.     
     8Pneumatology was that portion of Christian theology dealing with doctrines on the Holy Spirit.
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Ministers and laymen depending solely upon providence for revivals were not
inspired or encouraged to put forth any effort which might promote them.  He claimed
many clergy believed revivals occurred only in cycles, with some thinking in terms of
fifteen-year cycles, others adhering to five-year cycles.9  In strenuously making this point
he exclaimed, “What are the results?  Why, generation after generation have gone to hell. 
No doubt more than five thousand millions have gone down to hell, while the church has
been dreaming, and waiting for God to save them without the use of means . . . It has
been a most successful way of destroying souls.”10
In this same volume, Finney devoted two chapters to expressing his
pneumatology, relating to prayer and other aspects impacting Christians’ personal
qualities.  In discussing the Spirit’s role in believers’ prayer life, explaining,
He helps Christians to pray according to the will of God, or for things that God
desires them to pray for . . . Not by superseding the use of our faculties . . . He
prays for us, by exciting our own faculties . . . he enlightens our minds, and makes
the truth take hold of our souls.  He leads us to consider the state of the church,
and the condition of sinners around us . . . the result of this. . .is deep feeling . . .    
The Spirit makes the Christian feel the value of souls, and the guilt and danger of
sinners in their present condition.11                                                                             
 
To Finney, it was important for Christians to be sensitive to the leading of the Spirit in
both their prayers and daily conduct.  He believed the Spirit’s ministry to them gave
insight into the meaning of Biblical passages and helped make their applications to
everyday situations.  He cited an example of a man seeking salvation in prayer, but with
no apparent success.  A verse from Jeremiah chapter twenty-nine came to mind as the
     9Ibid., 15-18.
     10Ibid., 13.
     11Ibid., 81-82.     
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man persisted, “Ye shall seek me, and find me, when ye search for me with all your
heart.”  By following this admonition, this man found assurance of his salvation.12
Although Finney was convinced that the Spirit of God would lead Christians to
pray for things of which they could not otherwise know to pray about, he was dismissive
about suggestions that this was a form of prophecy in its strictest sense.  However, he
admitted this was close to such, saying, 
Devoted, praying Christians often see these things so clearly, and look ahead so
far ahead, as greatly to stumble others.  They sometimes almost seem to prophecy
. . . Thus they are often led to expect revival, and pray for it in faith, when nobody
else can see the least signs of it.13  
Finney sought to clarify this doctrine in an effort to circumvent criticism from those
believing such spiritual direction could carry one into grievous error, asserting one
should always compare these impulses with the Bible.  This was needed since the Spirit
would never lead anyone contrary to either the letter, or temper, of revelations found in 
God’s word.  Moreover, Christians receiving these influences of the Spirit did so only
through earnest prayer, being motived towards drawing closer to God.14   
There were two major reasons why Finney believed Christians needed the
Spirit’s ministry in their lives.  First, the Spirit assisted believers in turning from worldly
preoccupations and towards devotion of growth in Christian grace.  Second, the Spirit
aided Christians in being useful and fruitful in doing good on earth, in obedience to
God’s will.  Towards this end, Christians were expected to be concerned with
     12Ibid., 83.
     13Ibid., 85.
     14Ibid., 85-87.
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development of their virtue, though not in a monastic sense.  They should outwardly
exhibit this maturity through unselfish acts to others.15 
Following close on the heels of Finney’s  publication of Lectures of Revivals of
Religion in 1835, the leadership of Old School Calvinism at Princeton responded to his
modified Calvinistic views by two reviews in The Biblical Repertory and Review, one in
July and a more lengthy one in October.16  One of Hodge’s close associates, Albert
Baldwin Dod, a Presbyterian minister staunchly propagating Old School Calvinism
authored these reviews.17  Dod rebutted and castigated Finney with caustic energy.  He
began by attacking Finney’s new measures of revivalism as not new at all, saying, “Who
does not know that he has picked up his measures, as well as his theology, among the
rubbish of past times?  The only novelty in this matter is, that these measures should be   
employed in the Presbyterian Church, in combination with false theology and a fanatical
spirit.”18                                                                                                       
Despite the importance of Finney’s pneumatology in Lectures on Revivals, Dod
devoted scant attention to its discussion.  He rejected Finney’s concept of the Spirit’s
ministry during prayer as simply an emotional frenzy possessing no beneficial spiritual
value, where the participant simply brought on an agonizing frame of mind.  As for
Finney’s belief in divine guidance for believers through the leading of the Holy Spirit,
     15Ibid., 104-10.
     16“Review of Lectures on Revivals of Religion and Sermons on Various Subjects, by Charles
Finney,” Biblical Repertory and Theological Review 7, no. 3 (July 1835): 482-527; [Albert Dod], “Review
of Lectures on Revivals of Religion, by Charles Finney,” Biblical Repertory and Theological Review 7, no.4
(October 1835): 626-74.
     17Hardman, Finney, 286.
     18Dod, “Review of Lectures on Revivals of Religion,” (October 1835): 626-27.
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Dod dismissed this as merely an exercise of one’s imagination.19  He charged,
Again, it is well known that the persons who are under the dominion of
imagination, soon become prey to delusion . . . Their forebodings of mind are to
them the shadows of coming events, and they assume the character and authority
of prophets . . . They do indeed not only almost, but altogether, seem to prophesy,
and so has many an enthusiast before them.  This disposition to put faith in
spectral illusions, is indeed a very common mark of enthusiasm, and the reason of
it is well understood by all who are acquainted with the philosophy of human
feelings.20 
Dod cited Finney’s examples of spiritual insight as explicable in natural terms. 
Finney claimed a number of individuals sensed the nearness of  revivals’ arrival in given
areas, with their occurrence coming as expected.  Dod argued these were in fact self-
fulfilling prophecies, since the people involved had announced their impressions to others
in the community, creating an expectation they helped to bring to pass.21  His rejection of
Finney’s pneumatological claims was characteristic of Old School Calvinism’s
abhorrence of emotionalism and claims of personal spiritual revelations.  They considered
these agents to only lead the church into error and discord, interfering with legitimate
ministry of the church.  He ended his review by labeling Finney and his followers
fanatics, calling upon them to leave the Presbyterian Church.  Dod denied Finney
possessed any place in their fellowship, saying, “Nor will we withdraw our charges
against him, until he goes out from among us, for he is not of us.”22
     19Ibid., 654.
     20Ibid., 654-55.
     21Ibid., 655.
     22Ibid., 674.
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On 20 December 1838, Oberlin College published the first issue of The Oberlin
Evangelist, a semi-monthly religious periodical.  This provided Finney and Mahan with
an organ to spread their views and a ready means of responding to Princeton critics using
the Biblical Repertory.  However, they steadfastly claimed the paper was not founded for
any reason other than clarifying misunderstandings about their beliefs, informing its
subscribers of religious news and promoting Biblical doctrine, asserting, 
If it be inquired, what is the object of this paper, and what are the reasons behind
its publication; we answer, 1. It is no part of the object to wage a war of words, or
opinions with our neighbors.  2. Not to increase, or perpetuate existing
controversies in the church.  3. Not to promote party, or sectarian interests.  4. Not
to promote apparent in the absence of real union in the Church.  5. Not to
advance the interests of Oberlin, at the expense of sister institutions.  6. Not to
promote any particular ecclesiastical organization.  7. Not to defend Oberlin
against the injurious aspersions of those misapprehended, or misrepresenting it.23
The Oberlin Evangelist printed a steady stream of articles, lectures, letters, revival
reports, news items and debates.  By these means, the Oberlin view of free will and
sanctification were constantly promoted.  By the summer of 1840, there were no less than
twenty articles which dealt with the Holy Spirit.  This was often done within discussions
involving revivals, sanctification or salvation.
Asa Mahan was installed as the first president of Oberlin College in 1835,
remaining until accepting the presidency of Cleveland University in 1850.  He was
something of an educational innovator at Oberlin, as it became the first truly
coeducational college in the nation, awarding academic degrees to women using the same
criteria as for men.  Moreover, the college was operated as a racially integrated
     23Asa Mahan, Henry Cowles, William Dawes, R. E. Gillett, H. C. Taylor, “The Oberlin
Evangelist,” The Oberlin Evangelist 1, no. 1 (1 December 1838): 8, digital facsimile, in Google Books, 
http://books. google.com/books?id=-tQpAAAAYAAJ&pg=PA1&dq=The+Oberlin+Evangelist,+vol.+1,+
no.+1,+(1+December+1838)&hl=en&ei=EHVxTfGND4uitges_ZT8Dg&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result
&resnum=2&ved=0CC0Q6AEwAQ#v=onepage&q&f=false (accessed June 15, 2010).
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institution.  Although Mahan was reared in staunch Old School Calvinism, he rejected its
strict predestination views while in his late teens, favoring full freedom of human will. He
entered the ministry when he was about twenty-seven, serving in both Congregational and
Presbyterian churches.  Mahan was both a scholar and prolific author with at least
seventeen published books on theological and philosophical subjects to his credit, as well
as contributing articles for Oberlin’s periodical.  The first issue of The Oberlin Evangelist
published an address on sanctification he recently delivered, resulting in  a seven-page
article, “Is Perfection in Holiness Attainable in This Life?”24     
 Scripture Doctrine of Christian Perfection was one of his earliest volumes, going
to press in 1839.  In this work, Mahan argued for the doctrine of Christian perfection,
which became a hallmark peculiarity of Oberlin Theology.  In defining his understanding
of perfection he explained,   
I would remark, that perfection in holiness implies a full and perfect charge of our
entire duty, of all existing obligations in respect to God and all other beings.  It is
perfect obedience to the moral law. . . . It implies the entire absence of all
selfishness, and the perpetual presence and all pervading influence of pure and
perfect love.25  
Mahan viewed bestowment of perfection as not wholly visible in Christian lives, but best
understood by making a distinction between kind and degree, believing all Christians
possessed perfect holiness as a gift from Christ.  However, in terms of possessing, and
     24Dictionary of American Biography,  (New York: Charles Scribner, 1928-37), s.v. “Asa
Mahan,” ed., Dumas Malone; Asa Mahan,  “Is Perfection in Holiness Attainable in This Life?” The
Oberlin Evangelist, 1, no. 1, (1 December 1838): 1-7, digital facsimile, in Google Books,   http://books.
google.com/books?id=-tQpAAAAYAAJ&pg=PA1&dq=The+ Oberlin+Evangelist,+vol.+1,+no.+1,+(1+
December+1838)&hl=en&ei=EHVxTfGND4uitges_ZT8Dg&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=2
&ved=0CC0Q6AEwAQ#v=onepage&q&f=false (accessed June 15, 2010).  Sanctification was the act of a
Christian set apart from sin and devoted to God’s service. 
     25Asa Mahan, Scripture Doctrine of Christian Perfection (Boston: D.S. King, 1839; facsimile
repr., Cleveland, Ohio: Bell and Howell, n.d.), 9-10.
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completely expressing this perfection, he maintained it varied according to the
individual’s depth of love and commitment to God.  “Holiness, in a creature, may be
perfect, and yet progressive, not in nature, but in degree. . . . The depth and intensity of
our love depend under all circumstances upon the vigor and reach of our powers, and the
extent and distinctiveness of our vision of divine truth.”26  
Mahan introduced his evolving pneumatology in a chapter entitled “The Divine
Teacher.”27  He represented the Holy Spirit as interacting with Christians to procure
growth towards perfection demonstrated by everyday holy living.  Mahan taught one way
this was manifested occurred through illumination of truth to minds of believers, saying, 
Every real Christian can call to mind seasons when he had such views of truth as
are here referred to, – views which melted his whole soul into love and
tenderness, and brought all powers of his being into sweet subjection to the will of
God. . . . Now to impart these visions of truth, to render them perpetual . . . is the
appropriate office of the Holy Spirit. . . . The Office of the Holy Spirit is to
present Christ to our minds in such a manner that all these objects shall be fully      
accomplished in us. . . . by the presentation of truth to the mind . . . We feel and
recognize the presence of the Spirit, only as Christ is presented to our minds.28
Mahan recognized the Spirit’s primary ministry to believers centering around a
presentation of Christ within them.  In this effort, he saw the Holy Spirit as not concerned
with an impartation of understanding about himself, but of Christ.  This interpretation
was important to developing American pneumatological thought, as it demonstrated a
growing awareness of the Holy Spirit’s person within an established Trinitarian
framework.  American theology of this period possessed an ambiguity about the work of
     26Ibid., 11.
     27Ibid., 201-37.
     28Ibid., 201-2.
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the Holy Spirit in relation to Christ.  This was part of a theological defining process
elevating the importance of the Holy Spirit’s ministry within Evangelicalism.29
Incompatible with Old School Calvinism were Mahan’s comments on
experiencing a feeling in connection with the Holy Spirit’s ministry, saying, “We feel and
recognize the presence of the Spirit, only as Christ is presented to our minds, and thus the
‘love of God is shed abroad in our hearts by the Holy Ghost, which is given unto us.’ ”30 
Such language was unacceptable to the Old School, since they regarded it as a threat of
enthusiasm, believing it would lead believers away from true theology and practice.  In all
fairness to Mahan, he did not believe Christians experienced a wide variety of feelings by
the Spirit, certainly not specific impulses as some claimed.  The feelings he spoke of
centered around believers’ insights into the person of Christ, at least in part.  Probably
due to John Noyes’ heretical views on perfectionism, Mahan was adamant in rejecting
belief in new doctrinal revelations given through the Holy Spirit.31  He stated, 
There is one error of Perfectionists . . . It is this: considering impulses and
impressions, as teachings of the Spirit . . . such impressions are of no authority 
     29Wesleyan thought originated with Charles Wesley in England, forming a crucial element of
Methodist doctrine.
     30Mahan, Christian Perfection, 214.
     31Mahan, Christian Perfection, 214; John Noyes taught an extreme view of perfectionism,
antinomian in essence.  See Hubbard Eastman, Noyesism Unveiled: a History of the Sect Self-styled
Perfectionists; with a Summary View of Their Leading Doctrines (Brattleboro: privately printed, 1849), i-






whatsoever.  The man who is led by the Spirit, is filled, not with impressions and
impulses, but with light.32
Mahan’s pneumatology was a natural outgrowth of his Christology, as he believed
it of supreme importance to have an overwhelming love for Christ in order to be fitted for
Christian life and service.  The most important aspect of the Spirit’s ministry was his
illumination of Christ in the scriptures.  On the other hand, he saw the Spirit’s ministry to
sinners as attempts to convince them of their need for forgiveness and salvation.33  Mahan
taught that Christians should examine themselves to see if they were producing fruits of
the Holy Spirit, with the results used as an indicator of their degree of receptivity to the
Spirit’s ministry.  Such fruit would include peace, joy, love and faith.  He believed
Christians should actively seek this spiritual exposure and profit from its ministry, while
those turning deaf ears towards the Spirit were in spiritual danger, exclaiming, “The
individual who turns away from the Spirit, as a teacher and guide, and gives himself up to 
the control of impulses and impressions, regarding the teachings of the Spirit, will very
soon find himself in the ‘snare of the devil.’ ”34
Publication of Christian Perfection provoked a twenty-four page rebuttal by
Nathaniel Folsom in the July 1839 issue of The American Biblical Repository.  Mahan
was not criticized for emphasizing the importance of the Holy Spirit in sanctification,
though his testimony of spiritual experiences was greeted with skepticism.   He was taken 
     32Ibid., 216-17.
     33Ibid., 203, 229-30.
     34Mahan, Christian Perfection, 217.
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to task for insisting on attainability and perpetuity of perfection in this life, with Folsom
saying, 
Now we reply that an honest, prayerful aim is consistent with actual efforts that
are not perfectly commensurate with human capacity and obligation. . . . But we
affirm that no Christian has done all he could.  In answer to a possible objection
‘that such efforts are not made with sufficient vigor;’ he says, ‘that to put forth
efforts with the adequate vigor, is the very thing at which we are aiming.’35
He agreed all Christians should aim towards perfection in this life, though denying
anyone ever reached that mark.  Contrary to Mahan, genuine effort did not mean
accomplishment, saying, “God did not promise a state of perfect and perpetual holiness
on earth. . . . the mind is not without sin through a single day.  Perfect holiness may not
be promised at all in the sense of being disconnected from sin.”36               
The American Biblical Repository also published a two-part rebuttal of Christian
Perfection in early 1841, authored by Mahan’s former professor, Leonard Woods.  These
articles were republished the same year in a 148 page volume.  His arguments ran along
the same lines of Folsom’s two years prior, explaining, 
Our present inquiry is, whether, from the simple fact that provision is made for
entire sanctification of believers in this life, we can infer that such sanctification
will actually take place?  And I think I may regard it as a point agreed to on all 
     35Nathaniel S. Folsom, “Review on Mahan on Christian Perfection,”The American Biblical




0Christian%20Perfection&f=false (accessed June 14, 2010).  The American Biblical Repository was a
Congregationalist publication, see Hoornstra, American Periodicals, 1741-1900, 40.
     36 Folsom, “Review on Mahan on Christian Perfection,” 157.
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hands, and certainly by the brother with whom I am arguing the case, that such an
inference cannot be drawn.37  
The basis for Woods’ denial of Christians’ achievement of actual perfection was
man’s weaknesses and frailties instead of a lack of a divine grace.  Still, he argued for a
type of complete sanctification while in this world, claiming,    
We hold, that faith, from its very nature, secures complete sanctification at once.--
Instead of the gloomy, discouraging doctrine, that the work of salvation is
gradual, extending through tedious years or even tedious days of imperfection; we
now hold, that faith, secures complete sanctification at once.  And see here, what
a new and powerful motive we have to believe.  We hold, and why should you be
afraid to hold, literally and strictly, that ‘whosoever is born of God sinneth not;’
that he is immediately freed from all sin, and made perfectly holy.38
     
Mahan would have argued that Woods presented a confusing position in saying
Christians attained complete and present sanctification at conversion through faith in
Christ, yet continuing to fall short of perfection in deeds.  Woods did not allow for a
difference between positional holiness in Christ and actual holiness by the manner
Christians lived, believing the elect remained sanctified regardless of post-conversion
sins committed.  It seemed he appealed to the Calvinistic perspective of the elect’s
forgiveness of sins past, present and future.  
The Methodist Quarterly Review also weighed in on the controversy stirred by
Oberlin perfectionism with a thirty-four page article.  However, its reviewer did not
discuss Mahan’s Christian Perfection, recounting the views of John Wesley and others
     37Leonard Woods, An Examination of the Doctrine of Perfection, as Held by Rev. Asa Mahan,
President of the Oberlin Collegiate Institute, Ohio, and Others (New York: W. R. Peters, 1841), 25-26.
digital facsimile, in Google Books,  http://books.google.com/books?id=63UXAAAAYAAJ&printsec=
frontcover&dq=Leonard+Woods,+An+Examination+of+the+Doctrine+of+Perfection,+as+Held+by+Rev.+
Asa+Mahan&hl=en&ei=AoFxTYaMB5GgtwfO14TrDg&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=2&ve
d=0CCwQ6AEwAQ#v=onepage&q&f=false (accessed June 14, 2010).
     38Woods, An Examination of the Doctrine of Perfection, 133-34.
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instead.  Methodists were heartened by growing interest in perfectionism, wanting to
clearly restate their views, saying, 
The subject of entire sanctification is, we are happy to say, at the present time
exciting great interest in the churches of this country.  And now that many in other
churches are waking up to the real importance and Scriptural character of this
doctrine, it is certainly no time for Methodists, who have cherished this doctrine
from the beginning, either to leave it in the back ground, or to swerve from the
true position of our venerated fathers and our standards of doctrine upon the
subject.  
It is not so much with a view to cast new light upon this great doctrine, as to
contribute our humble mite toward keeping it before our readers, that we
undertake this review at the present time.39     
Christian Perfection was popular enough in America to undergo publication of
ten editions by 1850, with an eleventh edition published in London, either in 1849 or
early 1850.40  English Baptists noticed its release, offering their views on Mahan’s
assertions.  Though agreeing with the desirability of holy living, they doubted its total
attainment in this present world, stating,
If christian perfection consists not with the utterance of a rash or impatient word,
or the most temporary entertainment of vain and evil thoughts, but implies that
these are repelled the moment they arise, ten we are constrained to think that this   
is a felicity not at present attainable in ordinary circumstances, but reserved for a
higher manifestation of divine power.41
              
     39George Peck, ed., “Christian Perfection,” The Methodist Quarterly Review 23 (January 1841):
123,  (Ann Arbor: University Microfilms, 1954), microfilm, APS II, reel 303.
     40“Literary Intelligence.  Minor Notices.--Works Recently Published,” The Eclectic Review
[London] 27 (January 1850): 133, digital facsimile, in Google Books,  http://books.google.com/books?id=
ISc4AAAAYAAJ&pg=PA133&dq=Christian+perfection,+The+Eclectic+Review,+1850&hl=en&ei=Rpdx
TeuNLpKgtwf33oTuDg&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=1&ved=0CCwQ6AEwAA#v=onepag
e&q&f=false (accessed June 21, 2010).
     41“Review of Scripture Doctrine of Christian Perfection,” The General Baptist Repository, and
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Mahan later answered several accusations against perfectionism, denying entire
sanctification meant lack of temptation, exclaiming, “Temptation promptly resisted and
overcome implies the purest and brightest virtues known in the universe of God.”42  The
key to entire sanctification was keeping a truly pure heart, enabling Christians to repel
temptations, as he explained,  “Temptation may enter, but sin never can find anything
responsive to itself in a pure heart. . . . A fully, and wisely instructed, sanctified believer .
. . is perfected in watchfulness, . . . is never for a moment off his guard.”43  Mahan denied
his detractors’ claim that he taught perfection in the sense of inability to sin, instead
maintaining the necessity of watchfulness and prayer to keep one’s heart pure.44  
Princeton’s continuing resistance to New Light proponents prompted its editors to review
a reprint of an eighteenth-century volume by Jonathan Edwards.  The reviewer lamented
his promotion of free will, blaming him with partial responsibility for development of  
New School Calvinism and Oberlin Theology.  This review provided an occasion for
Princeton to again castigate those associated with New Light theology.45
While serving as pastor of Oberlin Congregational Church, Charles Finney
published Lectures on Systematic Theology in 1846, delineating his form of modified
Calvinism more extensively than in Lectures on Revivals of Religion.  His soteriology
     42Asa Mahan, Autobiography: Intellectual, Moral and Spiritual (London: T. Woolmer, 1882),
383.
     43Mahan, Autobiography, 384-85.
     44Ibid., 384.
     45“Review of An Inquiry in the Modern Prevailing Notions Respecting the Freedom of the Will,
Which is Supposed to Be Essential to Moral Agency, Virtue and Vice, Rewards and Punishments, Praise
and Blame, by Jonathan Edwards,” The Biblical Repertory and Princeton Review 12, no. 4 (October 1840):
532, 548-49.
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resembled Timothy Dwight’s, as both agreed upon the free agency of man.46  However,
Finney moved a step further away from strict Calvinism by stressing the importance of
man’s volitional ability as part of the salvation experience, arguing, 
The thing done implies the turning activity of the subject.  It is nonsense to affirm
that his moral character is changed without any activity of agency of his own. 
Passive holiness is impossible.  Holiness is obedience to the law of God, the law
of love, and of course consists in the activity of the creature.47 
He rejected the Calvinistic position of God imposing salvation on the elect.  Like
Dwight, he did not adhere to irresistible grace.  Finney believed men possessed volition to
either accept or reject the invitation for salvation, as free moral agents.  This did not mean
he rejected the doctrine of perseverence of the saints, as he retained this Calvinistic tenet,
exclaiming, 
The soul must be called, and effectually called, or it will not follow Christ for an
hour.  I say again, that by an effectual calling, I do not mean an irresistible calling. 
I do not mean a calling that cannot, or that might not be resisted; but I do mean an
effectual calling, a calling that is not in fact resisted; a calling that does in fact
secure the voluntary obedience of the soul . . . It is pledged to secure the salvation
of those whom the Father has from eternity given to the Son.  The Holy Spirit is
given to them to secure their salvation, and I have no hope that any others willed
be saved . . . Others are able to repent, but they will not.  Others might be saved, if
they would believe, and comply with the conditions of salvation, but they will not
. . . The work accomplished is a change of choice.48
The impact of his belief in free moral agency had a corresponding influence upon his
pneumatology.  Finney viewed the Holy Spirit’s ministry in the salvation experience as 
     46Finney, Lectures on Revivals, lv. Soteriology was the doctrine of salvation.        
     47Charles Finney, Finney’s Lectures on Systematic Theology (n.p. E.J. Goodrich, 1846-47; reprint
ed., Grand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans, n.d.), 283-84.
     48Finney, Lectures on Systematic Theology, 288, 619.
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fulfilling the role of a divine agent, promoting and affecting acceptance of salvation,
explaining, 
In other words, to be born again is to have a new moral character, to become holy. 
To regenerate is to make holy.  To be born of God, no doubt expresses and
includes the Divine agency, but it also includes and expresses that which the
Divine agency is employed in effecting, namely, making a sinner holy.49
Finney saw biblical truth as the instrument used by both the Spirit and preachers,
working together to achieve salvation for sinners.  He believed both these agents pressed
for an acceptance of truth by making rational arguments to the intellect, in order to
persuade sinners to exercise their will and become Christians, stating, 
In both alike God and men are active, and their activity is simultaneous.  God
works and draws, and the sinner yields or turns, or which is the same thing,
changes his heart, or, in other words, is born again . . . The Spirit takes the things
of Christ and shows them to the soul.  The truth is employed, as an instrument to
induce a change of choice . . . for regeneration is nothing else than the will being
duly influenced by the truth.50
In April 1847, the Old School leadership at Princeton Seminary responded to
Lectures on Systematic Theology, giving Finney and his views a sound thrashing.  As
editor of the Princeton Review, formerly the Biblical Repertory and Princeton Review,
Charles Hodge assumed the task of reviewing Finney’s new work.51  In a lengthy article
of forty-six pages, he reproached Finney for using philosophical instead of theological
argumentation.  Finney was accused of presenting an argument so philosophical that it
might be admitted, and adopted as true by a man that did not believe one word of
the scriptures, or who had never heard of their existence. . . . It would give a far
more definite idea of its character, to call it, ‘Lectures on Moral Law and
     49Ibid., 283.
     50Ibid., 284, 288-89.
     51Hardman, Finney, 391-93.
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Philosophy’. . . . Let moral philosophy be called moral philosophy and not
Systematic Theology.52
Hodge’s rebuttal was scathingly caustic, a characteristic which both Dod and
Finney could exhibit.  His criticisms centered around Finney’s basic premise of a person’s
accountability to God determining their ability to act according to God’s will.  He
dismissed Finney’s theology on the basis it was founded upon a faulty assumption, since
strict Calvinism viewed God holding men accountable for their actions even if they
lacked free will to choose differently.53  In speaking with biting humor echoing
Machiavelli, Dod said, “How strangely does this sound like the doctrine, the end
sanctifies the means.”54  Hodge did not directly argue with Finney’s pneumatology. 
However, from his rejection of the latter’s method of salvation, he would have logically
not accepted the level of cooperation between repentant sinners and Holy Spirit, since this
required free will.  In a final jab at all New School thinkers, he claimed, “Mr. Finney’s 
book is the best refutation that can be given of the popular theology current in many parts
of the country.”55
Finney and Mahan did not confine revival efforts to the United States.  A March
1850 issue of the Oberlin Evangelist mentioned Mahan just returning from London, after
concluding a revival tour there on 26 January.  Although lauding progression of a
powerful revival in England, he lamented a shortage of ministers and worship facilities in
     52[Charles Hodge], “Review of  Lectures on Systematic Theology, by Charles Finney,”  The
Princeton Review 2 (April 1847): 240-41.
     53Hodge, “Review of  Lectures on Systematic Theology, 237-56.
     54Ibid., 259.
     55Ibid., 276.
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proportion to the population, as well as the lack of interest among Christians in
temperance efforts.  The British were introduced to Finney through voluminous
publication of his Lectures on Revival in 1835, resulting in many Congregational
churches experiencing revival.  After many religious leaders had urged him for several
years to conduct revival meetings in England, Finney and his wife Elizabeth sailed for
Great Britain during autumn 1849 and arrived at Southampton in early November.  First
ministering at Houghton in Huntingdonshire until mid-December, he then moved by
invitation to Birmingham, preaching a rotational circuit of Congregational and Baptist
churches.  Crowds were so large, no lecture halls were available spacious enough to
accommodate all religious seekers.56  
While there, British clergymen received letters from Finney’s American
opponents making disparaging remarks about his ministry and theology, urging revival
leaders to withdraw their support.  A number of American periodicals conducted a similar
campaign against him, prompting candid conferences between Finney and his British
hosts to more closely examine his views.57  The British concluded, “that the differences of
theology were not fundamental; nor such as to vacate confidence.”58   
     56Religious seekers, or inquirers, were those responding to an invitation to accept Christ, following
the sermon.  They were normally moved into another room for further counseling and prayer. 
     57“President Mahan--Prof. Finney, and Religious Ministers in Europe,” The Oberlin Evangelist 12,
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printsec=frontcover&dq=editions:rcEpAAAAYAAJ&hl=en&ei=K51xTY-MIs3ytge9mbDfDg&sa=X&oi=b
ook_result&ct=result&resnum=4&ved=0CDoQ6AEwAw#v=onepage&q&f=true (accessed June 28, 2010);
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Finney then ministered to both Congregational and Baptist churches in Worcester
for six weeks until mid-March.  Revival efforts continued for several months following
his departure, under leadership of local ministers.  In May 1850, he was introduced to the
Congregational Union of England and Wales while in session.  In response to the
invitation of the Tabernacle’s pastor, Finney preached in London from early May until
late fall.  He used the Tabernacle, a large chapel built many years earlier to accommodate
George Whitefield’s meetings, able to accommodate 3,000 people.  Finney spoke to full
houses on Sunday mornings and evenings, also preaching Tuesday through Friday
evenings.  Monday nights were reserved for church-wide prayer meetings in the
Tabernacle, with Finney addressing the congregation concerning prayer.  
After preaching for several weeks, Finney believed it was time to invite inquirers
to come.  The pastor was reluctant at first, since this was a novelty for this congregation
and he thought there would be very little response from Londoners, but finally agreed. 
Finney requested the use of a large hall for this purpose, though the chapel had none to
offer.  A large school-building up the street was settled upon for this purpose.  After
concluding the evening sermon, he invited those interested in inquiring further about
receiving salvation, to join him at the school for additional ministry.  He was careful to
stress the invitation was not for currently professing Christians, or sinners insincere about
conversion.59  Finney said,
Those, and only those, are expected to attend, who are not Christians, but who are
anxious for the salvation of their souls, and wish instruction given them directly, 
     59Ibid., 199; Finney,  Memoirs, 399, 401, 402, 403, 404, 405.  
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upon the question of their present duty to God. . . . with the express understanding,
that they were inquiring sinners.60  
Dr. Campbell, the pastor, was astonished at the sight of a large crowd making its
way out of the chapel and up the street to the school, with between 1,500 and 1,600 in
attendance.  Finney gave them a brief charge concerning turning from sin and yielding
themselves completely to Christ, before asking them to kneel and make commitment
prayers to God.  He struggled to maintain calm in this first inquirers’ invitation due to the
people’s emotional state.61  He had to quieten them because “there was a great sobbing
and weeping in every part of the house.”62  As response to revival grew over the course of
Finney’s nine months there, the school was unable to accommodate the large numbers of
inquirers.  As a last resort, he frequently asked them to stand at their seats in the
Tabernacle to offer prayers of repentance and Christian commitment.  Hundreds would
often rise for prayer, with about 2,000 responding on some occasions.  Finney utilized 
Saturday evenings too, meeting with smaller groups of converts and inquirers for more
personal conversations.63 
Finney was encouraged by the contagious nature of the revival.  He observed an
example of this among Anglicans whose ministers frequently attended his services.  One
of these, Pastor Allen, sought to promote revival in his own parish and witnessed about
1,500 conversions.  Speaking seven days a week finally took its toll on Finney, causing
     60Finney, Memoirs, 405.
     61Ibid., 405-07.
     62Ibid., 407.
     63Ibid., 407, 409.
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him to develop a severe case of hoarseness.  Upon the strong urging of a minister friend,
Finney and his wife crossed over to Paris, staying in France for six weeks.  Upon
returning to London, he continued at the Tabernacle until early April 1851, then sailing
home on the Southampton.  The New York Independent’s correspondent, covering
Finney’s preaching tour of England, felt revival critics were unfair.  Although not
agreeing with all aspects of revival efforts, he was still a sympathetic observer.64  He said, 
But if the choice were between no revivals at all and such as followed Mr.
Finney’s labors, we should most gratefully receive such memorable works of
grace, even though their imperfectious were greater.  An imperfect revival is
better than a perfect stagnation.  Spiritual death is the worst possible heresy; and
spiritual life tough in its first presentation it comes forth with its grave clothes
hanging upon it, is better than the grim propriety of lethargy.65                                 
             
Finney boarded the steamship Persia in December 1858, bound for Liverpool, for
another revival campaign in England.  He again ministered in the area of Houghton for
several weeks before moving on to the Borough Road Church in London.  After finishing
there, Finney returned to Houghton for a few weeks rest, only to spend some time in
Huntington with a physician acquaintance offering medical assistance.  After resting for
part of one month, he began a revival there before moving back to London, ministering
until late summer.  In mid-August, Finney took a steamer up the coast to Scotland and
began a three-month revival at Edinburgh with the Evangelical Union denomination
before moving on to Aberdeen.  The presence of extreme Calvinistic resistance hindered
him in conducting a more interdenominational revival.  Scotch Presbyterian opposition to
the Evangelical Union stigmatized him in their eyes, causing Finney to eventually move
     64Finney, Memoirs, 410, 412-14; “Professor Finney’s Labors in England,” 199.  
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away from the E.U. and accept invitations in broader venues.  In continuing his
evangelistic tour, he moved back into England, holding meetings in Bolton and
Manchester.  At Liverpool, Finney again boarded the Persia in early August 1860,
heading back to America.  He left England with the conviction that sectarian strife there
was a considerable obstacle to revival, believing use of public halls was needed to avoid
appearance of denominational affiliation.66 
Finney used a systematic approach in conducting revival services, though
allowing for some modifications as situations required.  He encouraged his listeners to an
awareness of the Holy Spirit’s work in helping them to understand and accept Christ’s
teachings, urging them to yield to the Spirit’s influence.  He sought to prove his
theological assertions that his listeners had doubted by using logic and scriptures instead
of appealing to the authority of church dogma.67  He frequently preached 
sermons designed to convict the people of sin, as deeply and as universally as
possible. . . . I called upon all who were anxious for their souls, and who were
then disposed, immediately, to make their peace with God, to attend a meeting for
instruction, adapted to their state of mind. . . . I addressed them . . . as I always do,
to make them understand that God required of them then to yield themselves          
entirely to his will, to . . . make their submission to him as their rightful sovereign,
and accept Jesus as their only Redeemer.”68    
      
Leading the audience to accept his propositions of salvation was Finney’s first
step, then actively pressing them to act upon these beliefs, fervently driving home God’s
commands for repentance and surrender.  This approach was in line with his lectures in
Revivals of Religion.  He clearly advocated responsibility of preachers working with the
     66Finney, Memoirs, 448-49, 452-56, 457-58, 460-63, 468-70.
     67Ibib., 395-96, 409, 451-52.        
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Holy Spirit, in strongly nudging and tugging sinners to salvation.  Finney was gravely
concerned about the number of ministers neither accepting or acting in this fashion.69  He
said, “You would scarcely get the idea from the sermons that are heard, either in this
country or in England, that ministers expect or intend, to be instrumental in converting, at
the time, anybody in the house.”70  This was especially true with Old School Calvinists,
since they believed God acted sovereignly to bring about conversions.  Finney also
encouraged area canvassing, ministering to individuals in their households and inviting
residents to attend revival services with the use of printed materials.  Such was the case in
Bolton, England, where revival aggressively pursued by Methodists and
Congregationalists  produced good results.71
Back in America, Mahan wrote several other volumes on philosophy and theology
following publication of Christian Perfection, releasing The Baptism of the Holy Ghost
while in Michigan at Adrianin College during 1870.  He spoke of a spiritual experience
subsequent to salvation called the baptism of the Holy Spirit, bringing more of the
Spirit’s power and presence into believers’ lives.  He thought its main purpose was for
conveying spiritual power to the church, insuring an effective and powerful witness of the
gospel to the world.72  Mahan believed this was, “To impart to each and everyone,
through the Spirit, such a full and special baptism of power, as will perfectly qualify for,
     69Ibib., 409-10.
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and adapt him to, the particular and special mission and work appointed him.”73  He also
saw this baptism as God’s seal of acceptance of believers, Christians’ guarantee of an
eternal inheritance and an opening for God’s people for entering a new dimension of
spiritual fellowship with the Spirit.74  The Spirit worked in concert with God’s word in
bringing his power to bear for shaping believers’ lives.  He said, “Through the power of
the Spirit, the truth of God has an all-transforming influence over our whole moral and
spiritual being and character.”75        
In speaking of spiritual gifts, as discussed by the Apostle Paul in I Corinthians 12,
Mahan first seemed to leave the door open for modern spiritual manifestations.  These
included such revelatory gifts as a word of wisdom and word of knowledge, but also
including gifts of faith, divine healing, miracles, prophecy, tongues and interpretation of
tongues.76  Later, he explained that the baptism of the Holy Spirit was distinct from
receiving supernatural powers, saying, “The promise of the Spirit’ is to all believers in
common.  Miraculous gifts may, or may not, be imparted to any, and never were imparted
but to a few.”77  He clearly believed prophecy was presently available for informing and
edifying the church, as well as convincing sinners of their need for Christ.  Mahan
explained that prophecy was 
     73Mahan, The Baptism of the Holy Ghost, 34.
     74Ibib., 40-44.
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to utter divine truth under the illumination of the Spirit, so as to edify those that
hear--the Church especially. . . . utterance for . . . the conversion of sinners . . .
When any one speaks, there will be an unction about his utterance, an unction
which all will recognize as divine. . . . prophesy . . . is universal among all who
receive this anointing.78    
     
Mahan contended for the baptism of the Holy Spirit as God’s promise to all true
believers, to be sought through faith and prayer.  Upon receiving this baptism, one’s
thoughts, activities and emotions underwent a positive spiritual change, accompanied by
new divine energy for God’s purposes.79  In citing modern examples of Christians
receiving this baptism he referred to the experiences of Jonathan Edwards and his wife,
since the latter 
often had visions of the divine glory and love, under the power of which she
would lie helpless for hours. . . . She has a strange sweetness in her mind, and
singular purity in her affections. . . . Always full of joy and pleasure, and no one
knows for what.”80  
Mahan credited Charles Finney’s evangelistic successes to this baptism, saying he
experienced this with frequent renewals over the years.  But Mahan’s views on the
baptism of the Holy Spirit were noticeably different from those Finney expressed in 1840. 
Although both agreed this was a promise from God available to all believers, there was a
difference of emphasis concerning its purpose.81  Finney stressed its necessity for entire
sanctification.  He said those baptized in the Holy Spirit were, 
     78Ibib., 47, 93.
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Dead to sin, buried, planted, crucified, as it respects sin. . . . death to sin consists
in the annihilation of selfishness, and the reign of perfect love to God and man in
the heart and life. . . . Death to sin implies the giving up the worldly substantially
as a dying man gives it up.  Its riches, honors, amusements, pursuits, ambition,
strifes, and envyings, what are all these to him. . . . And now if you would enter
into this death to sin, you must be baptized with the Holy Spirit. . . . you must
fasten upon the promises of Christ and take hold of them in faith, laying your
whole soul open to receive his influences.82 
Still, both agreed it was important for evangelization.  Finney stressed the necessity of
ministers being baptized in the Holy Ghost, more important than all their ministerial
training.  This must be experienced to “‘be led by the Spirit,’ ‘to be endued with power
from on high’ to fulfill his high and responsible functions.”83
Mahan became involved with Methodism’s offspring the British Higher Life
movement, participating in their conventions at Oxford, Brighton and Keswick during
1874 and 1875.  At the 1874 Oxford Convention, Mahan was one of six speakers used in
its main sessions having about 1,500 people, addressing Holiness oriented issues.84 
Thornley Smith covered this conference for The Wesylyan-Holiness Magazine, saying
Mahan “spoke of ‘power,’ not as ‘something to be received once for all, but as ‘a
continuous gift, to be obtained by all Christian workers as they needed it, and from time
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to time.’ ”85  This teaching showed Mahan’s maturing pneumatology since his publication
of The Baptism of the Holy Ghost just four years prior, by speaking in greater detail of
this baptism as a reoccurring experience.  Smith’s use of this quote was indicative of a
broader, and growing, interest in the Holy Spirit exhibited by the emerging Higher Life
movement.  
Moreover, Smith connected the availability of spiritual empowerment with world
missionary efforts.  He said, “Thus from Oxford there will go forth, as in days gone by, a
stream of Divine influence, which no doubt will diffuse itself widely through the
Christian world . . . to impel them to aggressive efforts for the conversion of the world,
such as never yet been put forth.”86  During the Brighton Convention, in May and June
1875, The Methodist claimed Mahan to be one of its best speakers.  He was also active in
the subsequent development of Great Britain’s Keswick Convention, which lasted into
the twentieth-century.  In an effort to maintain a hearing with the wider Higher Life
movement, he edited two papers catering to their interests.  The Banner of Holiness began
in 1875 but only continued publication for a year.  The Divine Life began publishing in
1876, with Mahan continuing as editor until his death in 1888.87  Oberlin perfectionism
was very similar to Wesleyan, or Methodist, views on sanctification, receiving broad
acceptance from their adherents in return.  However, Finney and Mahan were not
Wesleyans, injecting their views into New Light Presbyterianism and Congregationalism,
     85Smith, “The Oxford Conference,” 925.
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far removed from Methodism in so many points of doctrine and practice.  The Oberlin
versus Princeton debate was symptomatic of developing fractures within American
Calvinism during the nineteenth century.  Cumberland Presbyterians had split away from
the main Presbyterian body at the beginning of the nineteenth century, after disagreeing
with other Presbyterians over free will,  practical means of reaching sinners and
ministerial standards affecting the churches’ ability to supply preachers for their
constituents.  
Finney powerfully addressed all three issues in his own generation, not content to
simply debate these matters, but actively putting belief in free will and new measures to
use in his own evangelistic ministry.  Still, Old School Calvinists remained adamant,
asserting salvation was only received by those chosen by God as the elect.  For them,
although ministers were expected to preach the gospel, it was up to God in convicting
sinners of sin, drawing them to repentance and administering salvation.  Men did not act
in partnership with God in this process, as he was sovereign and saved men unaided by
men.  Revivals were not of man’s making, but always sovereign acts of God.  Oberlin
Theology stood in stark contrast to this, pressing ministers to actively work for personal
conversions and revivals as a whole.  Since they believed God wanted salvation for
everyone, everyone could have salvation if they were willing.  The development and use
of Finney’s mass evangelism techniques impacted his generation.  Others, such as D.L.
Moody, later refined his methods, creating new ones to reach even more people.  Mass
evangelism continued evolving the twentieth and twentieth-first centuries, as seen in
using large crusades and taking advantage of the latest technological advances.  
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The impact of  Oberlin Theology’s pneumatological spin could be seen in the
more cooperative role the Holy Spirit was believed to play in conversion, subsequent
Christian growth and other spiritual experiences.  This partially explained a kindling of
interest in the person and ministry of the Holy Spirit, both in America and England. 
Finney’s belief  in a baptism of the Holy Ghost available to modern Christians, for entire
sanctification, was an important contribution to development of  Higher Life theology and
development of the American Holiness movement.  Mahan’s teachings on the baptism of
the Holy Ghost shifted the focus to a bestowal of power for ministry, particularly
evangelization.  This view not only impacted Higher Life thought, but injected American
and English Evangelicalism with a concept crucial to development of quasi-
Pentecostalism.  
Such was the case with D.L. Moody’s Northfield colleagues later in the nineteenth
century.  Also, Oberlin thought assisted in shaping Pentecostalism’s twentieth-century
theology, consequently the formation of the Assemblies of God in 1914.  The Assemblies
of God accepted the baptism of the Holy Ghost as an anointing for powerful evangelism,
instead of for entire sanctification.  Finney’s and Mahan’s differing views on the Baptism
of the Holy Ghost were modified by other theologians over time, coming to represent two
major divisions between Pentecostal fellowships as they developed in the early twentieth
century.  Wesleyan Pentecostal fellowships, such as the Church of God and Church of
God in Christ, believed there were three steps for being baptized in the Holy Spirit with
the first two preparatory, namely salvation and sanctification.  Non-Wesleyan Pentecostal 
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fellowships, such as the Assemblies of God, accepted a two step process for being
baptized in the Holy Spirit, beginning with salvation.88                            
     88See Synan, The Holiness-Pentecostal Movement. This volume provided a good overview of both
the Holiness and Pentecostal movements.
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Chapter 7
Revivalism and the Higher Life Movement
The years between 1873 and 1900 were marked by an increased interest in
revivalism and the Holiness movement.  The latter was also known as the Higher Life
movement, being fundamentally in debt to both John Wesley’s teachings on sanctification
and his legacy Methodism.  Oberlin Theology brought Holiness views of sanctification
out of Methodism, debating it within a broader societal context.  D. L. Moody profited
from Finney’s evangelistic model, adding  refinements of his own.  Moody’s mass
evangelism and church conference techniques provided additional groundwork for
ministers in the United States, Britain and elsewhere.  His Christian worker conferences
at Northfield, Massachusetts blended aspects of American and British Higher Life,
missions and evangelism, contributing to the milieu of evolving doctrines concerning the
Holy Spirit.  The Higher Life movement played a diverse role in developing a
cross-denominational nature for the Holiness movement, supplying a root from which
several denominational branches grew.  In similar fashion, it later played a pioneering
function during formative years of the Pentecostal movement, in the late eighteenth and
early nineteenth centuries.  Although a Congregationalist, Moody’s brand of Calvinism
was modified to accept man’s free will, providing a strong imperative for him to
personally evangelize the unconverted.1  
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In combination with his belief in the imminence of Christ’ return, Moody likened
the strength of his free will conviction to being compelled “to act as if he had been given
a lifeboat and instructions to approach a sinking vessel to save all he could.”2  This
impassioned view was far removed from traditional or Old Calvinism’s doctrine of
complete dependency on God for the salvation of souls.  These Calvinists steadfastly
believed that those predestined for salvation were not dependent on any human activity or
inactivity.  Moody promoted his beliefs more through public ministry than through
writing deep theological works, though he did publish a number of works for popular
consumption.  Outlining the practices of mass evangelism and Higher Life conferences
put a more tangible face on the development of free will and Holiness doctrines in the
latter nineteenth century.  The Higher Life movement was a label given to the belief in
and pursuit of a distinctly pietistic lifestyle.  Its adherents believed most Christians were
living far below the level of morality and dedication possible.3   
During the early 1870s, British Evangelicals possessed a growing desire for
revival to sweep their nation, one witnessed by large numbers of conversions and marked
increase in Christian devotion.  Consequently, the Higher Life movement developed in
response to this, seeking to bring about needed individual and societal changes.  Intrinsic
     1(...continued)
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to this movement was a greater emphasis on the need for divine assistance through the
Holy Spirit’s ministry in generating pietistic growth.  While British clergy and laymen
exhibited concern for developing personal piety prior to formation of the Higher Life
movement, interest in this did not become pervasive until then.  British catalysts for
revival were assisted by a handful of American revivalists and Higher Life ministers, with
the 1870s marked by a definite increase in conversions and evidence of deepening piety. 
While an important American revivalist was D. L. Moody, prominent American Higher
Life advocates were Asa Mahan, Robert Smith and William Boardman.  
Both American elements were easily recognizable at the time by religious
observers within British society while these events unfolded.4  An 1875 article in the
London Quarterly Review stated, 
Two religious movements . . . have simultaneously excited the wonder of
England, it might almost be said of the whole world.  Both originated in America. 
Both have produced effects, seemingly deep and permanent, on a vaster scale than
we have been lately accustomed to witness.  Both, as we write, may be said to be
in full vigor.  Though entirely unconnected they may be brought into some kind of
relation with each other; inasmuch as the one is apparently a mighty assault upon
the masses who are strangers to personal religion, and the other an equally mighty
appeal to the religious who live below the privileges of the Christian estate: the      
one in fact aiming to convert the indifferent, the other to bring the converted to a
higher religious life.5    
Methodists were nearly entirely Arminian, or free will adherents.  Assuming they
were at least as aggressive as other evangelical groups in Great Britain, it could be used
as a general barometer for success or failure of revivalism as a whole.  Methodists were
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still showing strong growth in membership as they continued benefitting from revivals of
the late 1850s.  In 1861 they experienced a net gain of 9,471, with 319,780 total
members.  As the decade progressed the rate of increase declined, with an average yearly
gain of 3,814 from 1860 to 1870.  While their membership increased from 263,835 in
1856 to 347,090 by 1871, they became concerned about the slowing annual growth rate. 
Methodism suffered numerically in 1871 and 1872, experiencing losses of 1,386 and 240,
respectively.6
As early as 1869, Methodists began searching for explanations for a growth rate
less than thought possible.  Their leadership saw growth of nondenominational holiness
churches as one reason, after assisting in founding some of these only a few years prior. 
Methodists became involved with these churches because they believed a
nondenominational approach would produce a greater response, holding nonsectarian
Evangelical services in theaters and public halls.7  The losses in1871 provoked
Methodists to self-criticism.  Their conference president, John James, asked,
Where, then, are we to look to the causes of the lessened spiritual vitality and
feebler evangelistic action?  Is not one of them to be found in the excessive
devotion to secular business . . . leaving you little time for private or family
devotion, and none for the week-evening services . . . Is not another of them
discernible in the increase of luxury and self-indulgence . . . And may not a third
be detected in the growing desire for amusement . . . we [also] have to humble 
            6Extrapolated from “The Annual Address of the Conference to the Methodist Societies,” cited in
The Wesleyan-Methodist Magazine (September issues 1861-72), (Ann Arbor: University Microfilms, 1978),
microfilm, EEP reel 810; “The Returns for 1870-71 of the Number of Members in Our Societies,” The
Wesleyan- Methodist Magazine (September 1871): 880 (Ann Arbor: University Microfilms, 1978),
microfilm, EEP reel 810.  Annual statistics were based on a fiscal year ending each summer, probably in
June or July.
            7Frederice James Jobson, “The Annual Address of the Conference to the Methodist Societies,” The
Wesleyan-Methodist Magazine (September 1869): 839-40 (Ann Arbor: University Microfilms, 1978),
microfilm, EEP reel 809.
165
ourselves because of the too frequent coldness with which we have preached the
Gospel onto you.8
With losses continuing in 1872, the new president Luke Wiseman reminded
Methodist societies that the purpose for their existence was leading people to salvation
and assisting saints towards greater pietistic devotion to God, saying, “We deeply regret
that our material prosperity has not been attended by a corresponding numerical growth.”9 
From this he stressed the responsibility such prosperity brings to the church.  While they
were able to make a gain of 1,730 in 1873, the small increase allowed dissatisfaction to
remain.  George Perks, their president in 1873, lamented, “Yet considering the vastness of
our agencies, and the much larger additions of some past years, it must be acknowledged
with regret that the present increase is not considerable.”10  Methodism began earnestly
seeking measures to eliminate losses and achieve substantial gains, with revivalism and
expansion of the Higher Life movement providing such potential in 1873.  
Dwight Lyman Moody stepped into this opening created by Evangelicals’ desire
for numerical growth and spiritual renewal.  He was born in Northfield, Massachusetts on
5 February 1837.  Although reared a Unitarian, Moody attended Mount Vernon
Congregational church after moving to Boston.  While there he gave testimony of a true
conversion experience to Christianity and applied for membership in 1855; however, the
                 8John H. James, “The Annual Address of the Conference to the Methodist Societies,” The
Wesleyan-Methodist Magazine (September 1871): 834-35 (Ann Arbor: University Microfilms, 1978),
microfilm, EEP reel 809.
            9Luke H. Wiseman, “The Annual Address of the Conference to the Methodist Societies,” The
Wesleyan-Methodist Magazine (September 1872): 837-39 (Ann Arbor: University Microfilms, 1978),
microfilm, EEP reel 809.
            10George T. Perks, “The Annual Address of the Conference to the Methodist Societies,” The
Wesleyan-Methodist Magazine (September 1873): 843 (Ann Arbor: University Microfilms, 1978),
microfilm, EEP reel 809.
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church did not find him sufficiently prepared for reception until the next year.  Despite his
early shortcomings, he assisted the church’s Sunday school ministry while in Boston. 
Moody moved to Chicago in 1856, quickly immersing himself in a variety of ministries. 
Without benefit of college or seminary training, he accepted ministerial roles with
mission Sunday schools, local evangelistic efforts, Sunday school conventions, the Young
Men’s Christian Association and to Union soldiers and Confederate prisoners during the
Civil War.  His work with the YMCA was so well received, they elected him president at
their international convention in 1879.  In 1867 Moody sailed for Great Britain for the
dual purpose to bolster his wife’s health on the voyage and to meet two prominent
European ministers, Charles Spurgeon and George Muller.  During the few months of his
stay, he ministered within the British YMCA network and filled other pulpits too, though
not conducting evangelistic campaigns.11  
Moody met a gospel musician and singer, Ira D. Sankey, at the YMCA’s 1870
international convention.  The two soon formed a ministry team, achieving popularity in
the Chicago area.  In 1873, Moody and Sankey sought to expand their ministry to Great
Britain, arriving in Liverpool during mid-June and began a nationally publicized crusade
tour. They came at the invitation of Cuthbert Bainbridge and William Pennefather, both
Evangelical leaders.  However, to the surprise and disappointment of Moody and Sankey,
both these men died the previous year, after extending their invitation to come and
promise of financial support.  At this critical juncture, Moody’s connections with the
YMCA were used to secure another commitment in hosting the first leg of their mission
     11Moody, The Life of Dwight L. Moody, 19, 21, 39-104, 127, 131-36.  Congregationalism was
very close to Presbyterianism theologically, with the main differences seen in church government.  Both
were Calvinistic.
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through northeast England, a three-week campaign at York.  During the month or so after
York, their campaigns moved further north.  Moody preached and Sankey sang in
Sunderland and Jarrow before reaching Newcastle in September.  Their efforts began to
first exhibit true success there, with heightened public awareness and positive responses
to the meetings.  By late November, Moody and Sankey opened a revival campaign in
Edinburgh, sponsored by the Scottish Free Church.  Within a month, the two were in
great public demand, after filling to overflowing the nearly 6,000 seat Corn Exchange. 
Following five successful months in Scotland, they ministered  in Dublin, Ireland during
October and November.  The pair resumed work in England during December, starting at
Manchester, before moving to Sheffield and Birmingham in January.12   
Contemporaneous with Moody’s British evangelistic efforts was the Higher Life
movement, with perhaps its most important venue being Holiness conventions.  These
conferences were not revivals, but group meetings for presenting lectures on developing
personal Christian holiness, or sanctification.  The backbone of these interdenominational
meetings was Methodism, though others from various church fellowships lectured and
attended, including Presbyterians.  They were spawned throughout England during the
twenty-five years following Finney’s crusades, assisted by other revivals during 1858 and
1859.  The three most notable of these, prior to the Oxford Conference of 1874, were held
at Mildmay Park; on Barclay’s estate, Woodford in Essex; and at Broadlands, Lord
Mount Temple’s estate in Southampton.  These scattered conventions were either small
or of short duration, resulting in a lack of national attention.  While Moody and Sankey
were preparing for their evangelistic tour of Great Britain in 1873, three American Pres-
            12Moody, Life of Dwight L. Moody, 125-127; Findlay, Dwight L. Moody, 149-53, 155-66.
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byterians, W. E. Boardman, Robert Pearsall Smith and his wife Hannah, were invited to
speak on Higher Life topics at a number of breakfasts in London.  Although each of these  
meetings were attended by only thirty to forty persons, a total of 2,400 Evangelical
ministers were exposed to their doctrine.13  
Subsequent to these breakfasts in 1873, the Smiths conducted other meetings
throughout England and the Continent until summer of the following year.  A number of
university men became interested in the Higher Life message by that time.  Upon their
request, Lord Mount Temple hosted a six-day conference at his country residence
Broadlands, beginning on 17 July 1874.  Attendance was about a hundred, all by
invitation.  Robert Smith served as conference chairman, also ministering as a chief
speaker.  A Higher Life author and pastor from Paris, Theodore Monod participated, as
did Amanda Smith, an African American Holiness evangelist.14  In explaining their
reasons for attending the conference, its participants said they desired to,
have a few days of quiet prayer and meditation upon the Scriptural possibilities of
the Christian life, as to maintained communion with the Lord and victory over
known sin. . . . [Seeking] provisions in the indwelling Holy Ghost, the exceeding
great promises of the Word, the separating power of the cross, the risen Saviour,
the life more abundantly, were then set before us in various aspects, and pressed
upon as realities, to be grasped by faith.15
            13David D. Bundy, Keswick: A Bibliographic Introduction to the Higher Life Movements
(Wilmore: Asbury Theological Seminary, 1975), 16;  Smith, “The Oxford Conference,” 923; Steven
Barabas, So Great Salvation: The History and Message of the Keswick Convention (London: Marshall,
Morgan and Scott, 1957), 18-20.
            14Barabas, So Great Salvation, 19; Bundy, Keswick, 20-21.
            15Account of the Union Meeting for the Promotion of Scriptural Holiness, Held at Oxford, August
29 to September 7, 1874 (Chicago: Revell, 1875), in Steven Barabas, So Great Salvation: The History and
Message of the Keswick Convention (London: Marshall, Morgan and Scott, 1957), 19-20. 
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Acting upon a suggestion that a larger conference be held in order to offer Higher
Life teachings about individual holiness to greater numbers of people, Sir Arthur
Blackwood (head of the English Postal Service) proposed it be held at Oxford during the
summer vacation season.  As a result, the Oxford Convention began 29 August 1874 and
continued through 7 September.16  The first two days of the conference were devoted
solely to “prayer meetings in the Town Hall, when there were present about 500 ladies
and gentlemen, including the Right Hon. Cowper-Temple, M.P., Rear Admiral
Fishbourne, Viscountess Harberton, Sir J. W. Alexander, and the Hon. Thomas
Pelham.”17  Among its participants was Thornley Smith, a native Methodist, who
published his descriptive account of events in the October edition of the Wesleyan-
Methodist Magazine.  Smith viewed Higher Life teachings as essentially the same
doctrine as Methodists’ concept of 
‘Christian perfection,’ ‘entire sanctification,’ or ‘perfect love’ . . . This call to the
‘higher Christian life’ is in fact, nothing less, and nothing more, than has been
heard from many pulpits in this land for more than a century past . . . such a
movement as the present should be hailed with the highest joy.18  
Christian perfection, entire sanctification and perfect love were terms denoting a
condition of demonstrated holiness in Christians’ lives, with Wesleyans leaning more to
its accomplishment through spiritual experiences rather than progressive growth.  Smith
seemed overjoyed because a cherished Methodist tenet was embraced by non-Wesleyan
elements of the Higher Life movement.  He perceived the Oxford Convention as a
            16Barabas, 20-21.
            17“Evangelical Conference at Oxford,” Times, 1 September 1874, 7 (London: Kodak Limited,
n.d.), microfilm, reel 15 (UM 325).
     18Smith, “Oxford Conference,”  922, 924.  
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manifestation of how widespread the movement had become, rather than an isolated
event, indicating its growing pervasiveness.19
The breadth of Higher Life’s appeal was due to Oxford’s nonsectarian nature and
diversity of participants, with all seeking to improve personal Christian holiness. 
Religious bodies represented by clergy included Anglican and many Evangelical
denominations, with about thirty Protestant ministers from France, Germany, Holland,
Switzerland and the United States.  A similar  diversity among lay participants
complemented this so as to practically represent  all denominations in Great Britain. 
Smith was particularly struck by the spontaneous, nonsectarian atmosphere pervading this
interdenominational gathering. The conference was supported by a number of prominent
persons, comprising an Evangelical cross-section, as indicated in its invitational circular,
which included the names of  
R. Pearsall Smith . . . the Earl of Chichester, the Right Hon. W. C. Temple, Lord
Farnham, the Dean of Canterbury, Pastor G. Mond, of Paris, and P. K. Gobat of
Bale, Switzerland . . . the Revs. A. M. Christopher, of Oxford, W. Arthur, W. H.
Aitken, and many others.20
Despite Methodist doctrinal affinities with Higher Life beliefs, comparatively few
of their ministers were present at Oxford.  Smith minimized this by pointing out their
annual conference at Cornwall had only recently concluded and that many of their
ministers were busy relocating to newly assigned circuits while the Oxford Conference
was in session. Convention sessions were held from 7:00 AM until 9:00 PM, with short
breaks interspersed between each session.  Main sessions were held in the Corn
     19Synan, 7-9, 217-224; Smith, “Oxford Conference,”  922, 924.  
            20Smith, “Oxford Conference,” 923.
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Exchange, able to accommodate about 1,500 people.  Speakers for these sessions
included Robert Smith, Hannah Smith, W. E. Boardman, Asa Mahan, and E. H. Hopkins. 
Medium-sized sessions of about five-hundred persons were held in the Town Hall, with
Monod among those speaking.  Other speakers conducted smaller meetings at various
locations in Oxford, including the open air, local churches and school buildings.21       
Thornley Smith recognized the importance of Robert Smith and W. E. Boardman
in contributing groundwork to the Higher Life movement, in helping make the Oxford
Convention possible, explaining,
It is now well known that the visit of Mr. Persall Smith and Dr. Boardman to this
country has been the means of leading hundreds of Christians to the consideration
of the lofty privileges described in the Sacred Scriptures, and of giving them to
see that their religious life has been far beneath the standard which is set before
them . . . The numerous publications of these excellent men, together with those
of several other authors, and the sermons and addresses they have delivered in
London and elsewhere, have undoubtedly led many to think about holiness of
heart and life who have never done so before.22
He understood teachings at Oxford in terms of Christians’ entire consecration to God. 
For him, this involved Christians yielding their own personal wills in accepting God’s
will for themselves, as revealed in the scriptures and guided along by the Holy Spirit. 
People should entirely trust God to break the power of sin in their lives and remove guilt
from past sins.  Smith disagreed with those claiming Higher Life teachings held forth a
doctrine of absolute sinless perfection, or even freedom from all temptation.  Rather, it 
            21Ibid., 923-28; “Evangelical Conference,” Times, September 1, 1874, 7.
            22Smith, “Oxford Conference,” 923.
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taught “a life where the old self is overcome . . . not trying to purify ourselves, but letting
Him do the work by the Spirit of His grace and Love.”23  
The idea of the Holy Spirit as an active agent in this sanctifying process was a
prominent concept at the convention.  Smith witnessed an emphasis upon the Holy
Spirit’s ministry for enabling Christians to render better service to God.  He said, “Nor is
this ‘higher life’ of a negative character only.  There is, or may be, connected with it, a
large amount of power for service in whatever department of usefulness the believer is
called to act.”24 Smith mentioned Asa Mahan addressing this last point, saying “he spoke
of ‘power,’ not as something to be received once for all, but as a continuous gift, to be
obtained by all Christian workers as they need it, and from time to time.”25  Mahan’s
emphasis on the Holy Spirit reflected a broader, growing interest exhibited in both the
emerging Higher Life movement and traditional Wesleyanism.  He said, 
thus from Oxford there will go forth, as in the days gone by, a stream of Divine
influence, which we doubt not will diffuse itself widely through the Christian
world . . . to impel them to aggressive efforts for the conversion of the world, such
as never yet been put forth.26
Moody’s Sheffield campaign planning committee became ensnared in controversy
during late December 1874, while Higher Life leaders were working on details for a
larger convention the following year.  The London Times reported the committee dividing
the town into thirty-one districts for coordinating door-to-door canvassing, to be used in
            23Ibid., 925.
            24Ibid.    
            25Ibid., 925.
            26Ibid., 928.  
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inviting all inhabitants to Moody’s meetings.  However, one prominent Anglican pastor
did not want other ministers coming into his parish.  He threatened to bring charges
against any Anglican minister participating in this effort, being “informed that if they
visited in other than their own parishes their conduct would be brought under the notice
of the Archbishop.”27  Anglican ministers took his threat seriously, withdrawing from the
committee, forcing its reconstitution with only Nonconformist or non-Anglican members. 
Such territorial resistance took Moody aback.
  The Sheffield incident probably reflected differing stances between the High and
Low Churches towards Moody.  Evangelicals were willing to be very cooperative with
Moody’s campaigns, working with ministers from nonconformist denominations.  Almost
certainly, Anglicans on Moody’s Sheffield committee were Low Churchmen. Because of
this divisiveness, upper levels of the Anglican Church never officially associated with
Moody.  Archbishop Tait was sympathetic towards him because of the campaigns’ goals
and Moody’s nonsectarian approach to ministry.  At the same time, Tait did not agree
with his methodology of carrying the gospel outside traditional ministerial forms of the
established church.  He believed such an association would only fuel factionalism within
the church, running the risk of bringing disruption.28
In face of these setbacks, Moody opened his Sheffield campaign on the evening of
31 December.  Services were held in Temperance Hall and Albert Hall, with very large
congregations in attendance at both locations.  As the meetings continued for slightly over
            27“Messers. Moody and Sankey,” Times, 30 December 1874, 5 (London: Kodak Limited, n.d.),
microfilm, reel 6 (UM 326).
            28Findlay, 168-69; W. R. W. Stevens and William Hunt, gen. ed., The English Church, 8 vols.
(London: Macmillian, 1910), The English Church in the Nineteenth Century, Part II, by Francis Warre
Cornish, 8: 313-14.
174
two weeks, crowds quickly grew beyond the ability of Sheffield’s facilities to
accommodate them.  People sometimes arrived two hours early for the meetings trying to
guarantee their admission, with thousands sometimes forced to stand outside during
services.  Because crowds at daytime services were sometimes too large, Moody
occasionally moved outside so all could hear.  An example of this occurred on Sunday, 10
January, when Moody entered Albert Hall, finding the building packed and a host of
others unable to enter.  He directed the congregation out of the hall and down the street to
the parish churchyard for an open-air service.  Moody used a tombstone for a pulpit,
preaching to about 10,000 listeners.  Sankey remained in Albert Hall, ministering to a full
house there as well.  
Problems created by these large crowds were sometimes addressed by having
someone else preach to those outside, while services were conducted by Moody in the
hall.  Such was the case on 11 January, when Rev. Owen, an Anglican, held the courtyard
service.  Interest in revival efforts was sufficient to cause a continuation of special serv-
ices after Moody and Sankey concluded their campaign on 15 January.  In addition to
several hundred making religious professions during these services, a noticeable degree of
sectarianism in the area was overcome.29
            29“Revivalists,” Times, 1 January 1875, 7 ((London: Kodak Limited, n.d.), microfilm, reel 1 (UM
327); “The American Revivalists,” Times, 6 January 1875, 3 (London: Kodak Limited, n.d.), microfilm, reel
1 (UM 327); “The American Revivalists,” Times, 11 January 1875,  9 (London: Kodak Limited, n.d.),
microfilm, reel 1 (UM 327); “The American Revivalists,” Times, 12 January 1875, 12 (London: Kodak
Limited, n.d.), microfilm, reel 1 (UM 327); “The American Revivalists,” Times, 14 January 1875, 5
(London: Kodak Limited, n.d.), microfilm, reel 1 (UM 327); “The American Revivalists,” Times, 16
January 1875, 9 (London: Kodak Limited, n.d.), microfilm, reel 1 (UM 327); “From the ‘Times’ and ‘Daily
News,’ The Christian, (14 January 1875): 12, digital facsimile, in Google Books, http://books.google.com/
books?id=fjYrAAAAYAAJ &pg=PA314&dq=the+ christian+1875&hl=en&ei=Zlh1Te-KOcG3twfovv
3TC g&sa=X&oi=book_ result&ct=result&resnum=1& ved=0CCwQ6AEwAA#v=onepage&q=the%20
christian%201875&f=false (accessed June 28, 2010).
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The reasons for Moody’s evangelistic success were several.  His sermons were
short, plain and pointed, using human interest stories to illustrate and drive home the
message.  These were delivered with adamant enthusiasm.  Although the British were
unaccustomed to his degree of openness and frankness, they were delighted nonetheless. 
Following his sermons,  Moody would dismiss the congregation and invite those
interested to remain for an after service, where more personal ministry was conducted. 
Moody preferred singing conducted in a style common people enjoyed instead of
traditional British hymns.  His music director, Ira Sankey, mainly used popular American
hymns, which were well received.  His success may also have been assisted by the
nonsectarian manner in which he conducted evangelistic campaigns.  Evangelical pastors
were willing to cooperate with a notable evangelist who would bolster the well being of
their congregations instead of drawing away congregants to other churches.  In short, the
British had never seen anything like this type of ministry before and enjoyed it, with
thousands coming to see for themselves.30
Moving toward London into central England, Moody and Sankey opened a
campaign in Birmingham on Sunday, 19 January.  The morning service was devoted to
addressing a large group of Christian workers.  In an effort to control crowd size,
admission was by ticket only.  The evening meeting was held in Bingley Hall, with
nine-thousand chairs set up to supplement regular fixed seating, in anticipation of the
crowds.  Between 12,000 and 15,000 people entered the hall by the beginning of the
service.  Several thousand others were forced to remain outside in the street, bringing
     30Cleveland, “Dwight L. Moody, 2, 7-8, 10; Moody, Life of D. L. Moody, 125-27, 132, 170-71.       
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traffic to a halt.  While the Birmingham campaign progressed, planning efforts (which
had begun in 1874) for a London campaign continued.  In late January, the London Times
reported a large planning committee met to give definite assignments to its members,
attended by nearly a hundred Evangelical ministers.  By 5 February, the majority of
planning was complete.  Moody announced to a large group of Evangelical ministers that
he had rented London’s Agricultural Hall from February 28 through 9 May, for fifty
pounds per week.31 
In the meantime, Moody moved on to revival in Liverpool, beginning Sunday, 7
February 1875, in Victoria Hall.  The morning meeting was formatted towards Christian
workers, with 4,500 or so attending.  The afternoon service was open to the general
public; 8,000 people were seated, another 3,000 stood and several thousand forced to
remain outside.  The evening ministry experienced the same large attendance, though
those outside stood in drizzling rain.  The hall was ideal for accommodating the large
crowds Moody drew, providing good acoustics for speaking and singing.  Designed to
hold 10,000 for worship, with additional space for the inquirers’ room, Victoria Hall was
built in only forty days at a cost of 3,500 pounds.  Moody claimed some criticized its
construction as a bad investment, though he hoped they would reevaluate their views,
considering the number of conversions that took place there.  As the revival progressed 
            31“The American Revivalists,” Times, 19 January 1875, 4 (London: Kodak Limited, n.d.),
microfilm, reel 1 (UM 327); “The American Revivalists,” Times, 30 January 1875, 11 (London: Kodak
Limited, n.d.), microfilm, reel 1 (UM 327); “The American Revivalists,” Times, 10 March 1875, 5
(London: Kodak Limited, n.d.), microfilm, reel 2 (UM 328).
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through February, large attendances continued, as did positive local testimonies
concerning its effectiveness.32  
In preparation for Moody’s London revival, the Agricultural Hall was altered  to
make it commodious for large attendances, since it was constructed to house prize
livestock exhibitions.  By the first service, its original capacity of 2,000 seats had been
enlarged to nearly 23,000.  Lighting was provided by stringing three rows of gas
chandeliers from the ceiling.  In such a large building, the ability of speakers’ voices to
carry over the crowd was a real concern.  To ameliorate this, “The acoustic properties of
the hall were greatly aided by an immense sounding-board, as big as a barn door, over the
speakers’ platform.”33  On 9 March, the building was opened to the public an hour before
service time, filling to capacity in thirty minutes.  Moody arrived on the speakers’
platform at 7:30 PM.  After kneeling for a brief silent prayer he asked the congregation to
stand and sing “Praise God from Whom all Blessings Flow.”  According to the Times
reporter, this produced a solemn effect upon the congregation.  He then led the assembly 
     32Samuel Nash, “Messrs. Moody & Sankey at Liverpool,” The Christian (11 February 1875): 12-
13, digital facsimile, in Google Books, http://books.google.com/books?id=fjYrAAAAYAAJ&pg=PA314
&dq=the+christian+ 1875&hl=en&ei=Zlh1Te-KOcG3twfovv3TCg&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&
resnum=1&ved=0CCwQ6AEwAA#v=onepage&q=the%20christian%201875&f=false (accessed June 28,
2010); Patrick White, “Messrs. Moody and Sankey at Liverpool,” The Christian (18 February 1875): 9,
digital facsimile, in Google Books, http://books .google.com/books?id=fjYrAAAAYAAJ&pg=PA314&dq=
the+christian+1875&hl=en&ei=Zlh1Te-Koc G3twfovv3TCg&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=
1&ved=0CCwQ6AEwAA#v=onepage&q=the%20christian%201875&f=false (accessed June 28, 2010);
“By a Worker,” The Christian (18 February 1875): 9-10, digital facsimile, in Google Books, http://books.
google.com/books?id=fjYrAAAAYAAJ&pg=PA314&dq= the+christian+ 1875&hl=en&ei=Zlh1Te-KO
cG3twfovv3TCg&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=1&ved=0CCwQ6AEwAA#v=onepage&q=th
e%20christian%201875&f=false (accessed June 28, 2010); “From a Correspondent,” The Christian (25
February 1875): 10, digital facsimile, in Google Books, http://books.google.com/books?id=fjYrAAAA
YAAJ &pg= PA314&dq=the+christian+1875&hl=en&ei=Zlh1Te-KOcG3twfovv3TCg&sa=X&oi=book_
result&ct=result&resnum=1&ved=0CCwQ6AEwAA#v=onepage&q=the%20christian%201875&f=false
(accessed June 28, 2010).
            33“Revivalists,” Times, 30 January 1875, 11; “Revivalists,” Times, 10 March 1875, 5.
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in prayer before reading Psalm 100, calling upon the people to worship God with joy,
gladness, singing, thanksgiving and praise.34
  This was followed by more congregational singing accompanied by Sankey
playing an American organ.  After giving thanks for a number of telegrams received from
across the country in support of the London crusade, prayers were offered for divine
assistance in the services.  Before Moody preached, Sankey sang “Jesus of Nazareth
Passeth By,” as a solo.  Moreover, he led the congregation in singing “The Rock of
Ages,” to the melody of “Rousseau’s Dream.”  Moody used I Corinthians 1:17 as his text,
developing the theme that God’s ways of accomplishing things were very different from
man’s, saying, “Those who had been interesting themselves for the spiritual welfare of
London, and had been praying for its salvation, must not forget this fact, and should be
willing that God should do His work in His own way.”35
He illustrated this point by using several heroes from the Old Testament and some
from Protestantism.  Moody pressed the congregation for unity in his efforts in evangel-
izing London.  Following the sermon, Sankey led in singing “Ho! My Comrades, See the
Signal.”  After more prayer, the meeting ended with a benediction.36  This opening service
was characteristic of the form Moody’s meetings had taken by the time he reached
London, after nearly two years of large-scale ministry in Great Britain.  The scope of his
efforts pushed him into developing organization and methods for mass revivalism. 
During the four months Moody and Sankey spent in London, they rented two additional
            34“Revivalists,” Times, 10 March 1875, 5.
            35Ibid.
            36Ibid.
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large halls in other parts of the city and built two temporary structures in working-class
sections, attempting to reach as much of the populace as possible.  A farewell service was
held 12 July at Mildmay Park, before returning to America.  The Christian published a
detailed financial accounting for the London revival in late August, showing income of
28,238 pounds and expenditures of 28,398 pounds.  The revival committee did not
criticize Moody for the 158 pound deficit, rather commended him and Sankey for their
service to the spiritual needs of London.37
British evaluations of the Moody and Sankey evangelistic tour were mixed. 
Within a week of his departure, the Times published a letter to the editor from Harry
Jones, Rector of St. George’s-in-the East.  Jones attempted to summarize the London
crusade, pointing out both Moody’s faults and positive attributes.  After mildly chiding
him for American mannerisms which the British were not always fond, he defended the
manifestation of revivalistic spirit.  
No one who has ever witnessed it can forget the sensation that accompanies the
simultaneous rising of some 5,000 people in the Opera house, not to greet a
dramatic star, but to sing the Doxology to the tune of the Hundredth Psalm . . . It
must stop many a sneer to perceive that, speaking broadly, the truth of Christianity
is, somehow, not the persuasion of this or that exceptional person or exclusive
society, but that, say, 20,000 men are again and again found to gather together and
to respond to a call for silent prayer.38
            37Findlay, 171-72; “Messrs. Moody and Sankey’s London Mission,”The Christian (26 August
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He was convinced that massive crowds did not create a revival, rather, they were outward
evidence of what was already taking place spiritually.39  His only truly serious objection
to the revival’s methodology was Moody’s habit of pressing the congregation to make a
decision to accept Christ, immediately followed by a public profession of faith by new
converts, all the while within an uplifting spiritual atmosphere.  Jones believed this
approach impinged upon faith in God’s power and resulted in some false conversions. 
Still he said, “Nevertheless, the Churches might well ask whether the centre and secret of
the acceptance and influence of the American preacher is not his plain and constant
preaching of Christ.”40
Within two days of Jones’ letter, the Times ran a response from Charles N.
Edgington, Rector of Trinity Church.  He castigated Moody for offering salvation to the
multitudes without also explaining the need for repentance.  He believed the revival
robbed Christianity of its true definition, making it into something which was merely
popular religion without merit.  In concluding his remarks, he declared, “Let the
‘preaching of Christ’ be preceded by the preaching of righteousness.”41  On the eve of
Moody’s London revival, an unnamed correspondent for The Record evaluated his
ministry, believing Moody produced good results through many conversions to the
Christian faith.  However, he pondered the reasons for his success, since English
ministers preached the gospel every week, yet without this measure of results, asking, 
     39Ibid.
                 40Ibid.
            41“The American Revivalists,” Times, 21 July 1875, 7 (London: Kodak Limited, n.d.), microfilm,
reel 4 (UM 330).
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What have we been doing? . . . Assuredly, of all the thousands who throng to hear
them, the bulk will consist of men who hear sermons every week of their lives. 
But those sermons have too generally been on subjects which have no bearing on
the conversion of sinners.  How constantly do we hear from evangelical pulpits
neat little essays on some topic . . . of which we are compelled to say, Not one
word was there, throughout the sermon, which would lead any sinner to ask,
‘What must I do to be saved?’ . . . I trust that the American visitors will not leave
London . . . without having forced many ministers to ask themselves, ‘Why have I
left this work to strangers?  ‘Why has it never occurred to me to ask myself, Is it
not my chief business in this world ‘to call men out of darkness into marvelous
light?’42   
      
H. G. Thwaites, from St. Mark’s Church in Birmingham, saw Moody’s revival
bringing greater unity to the Christian community, with Christian conversions as well. 
He credited this to Moody staying with a straightforward message pointing to Jesus Christ
as the answer for people’s sin-related struggles.  But Thwaites also believed that God had
truly worked through Moody, with these two factors explaining nightly gatherings of
12,000 to 15,000 people and the resulting conversions.  Another contributor to The
Christian viewed the revival’s success as springing from Moody’s genuine compassion
for people’s needs.  He believed this was cultivated from Moody’s experiences
ministering to desperate and hurting individuals, citing examples of his Christian work in
Chicago, on Civil War battlefields and in the aftermath of the Chicago Fire.  Moody’s
long record of ministering to physical, emotional and spiritual needs resulted in a rare
degree of genuine compassion.  In his British evangelistic tour, this compassion was
     42“A Question for Ministers,” The Christian (28 January 1875): 11, digital facsimile, in Google
Books,  http://books.google.com/books?id=fjYrAAAAYAAJ&pg=PA314&dq=the+christian+1875&hl=
en&ei=Zlh1Te-KOcG3twfovv3TCg&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=1&ved=0CCwQ6AEw
AA#v=onepage&q=the%20christian%201875&f=false (accessed June 28, 2010).
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focused on securing Christian commitments.43  Moody was portrayed as having 
a way of marvellously picturing, in the most vivid manner, Bible truths.  From the
humorous he can come down to the pathetic and so move his hearers to tears, and
withal there is a ‘holy boldness’ which is seldom to be met with in the preachers
of the present day.44  
He was also characterized as preaching 
the gospel with great plainness of speech, with all the earnestness of a man who in
his inmost soul believes it; . . . God has been presented not as against the            
sinner, but for him--not as hating him, but loving him, his love being expressed in
the unspeakable gift of his Son.45  
While the latter half of the London crusade progressed, continued interest in
Higher Life’s teachings resulted in convening a conference larger than that of Oxford,
held in Brighton from 29 May to 7 June 1875.46  Its invitational circular stated, 
No new ecclesiastical system is advocated, no lines of practical conduct are laid
out or pressed in detail; and yet it is freely acknowledged that the movement is
deeply permeating the personal experience and outward walk of multitudes of
Christians in various lands.  The results given are simply the illumination of our
Bibles; the vitalising of our creeds; the believing for ourselves what we had so
often taught others to believe; the completion of our own partial consecration; the 
     43H . G. Thwaites, “Messrs. Moody & Sankey in Birmingham,” The Christian, 28 January, 8,
digital facsimile, in Google Books,  http://books.google.com/books?id=fjYrAAAAYAAJ&pg=PA314&
dq=the+christian+1875&hl=en&ei=Zlh1Te-KOcG3twfovv3TCg&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnu
m= 1&ved=0CCwQ6AEwAA#v=one page&q=the%20christian%201875&f=false (accessed June 28,
2010); “From Another Correspondent,”  The Christian, 28 January 1875, 8, digital facsimile, in Google
Books, http://books.google.com/books?id= fjYrAAAAYAAJ &pg=PA314&dq=the+christian+1875&hl=
en&ei=Zlh1Te-KOcG3twfovv3TCg&sa= X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=1&ved=0CCwQ6AE
wAA#v=onepage&q=the%20christian%201875&f=false (accessed June 28, 2010).
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     45Douglas Russell, “From Douglas Russell, Esq.,” The Christian (28 January 1875): 10, digital
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d=0CCwQ6AEwAA#v=onepage&q=the%20christian%201875&f=false (accessed June 28, 2010).
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courage of faith; the sabbath trust; the being ‘Filled with the Spirit’--in short, a
genuine Scriptural Experience.47 
In essence, Higher life views promoted Christians’ contemplation of their own
degree of holiness and devotion to the will of God.  This process involved hearing and
studying the scriptures while asking God to have the Holy Spirit assist them in this
process.  Prayer and meditation were involved in this effort as well.  Attendance at this
convention was roughly four-fold larger than the Oxford Convention, about 8,000.  Even
though government officials in Brighton made the Town Hall, Corn Exchange, Dome,
and Royal Pavilion available free of charge, these were all too small to accommodate
large crowds in attendance.  To remedy this, simultaneous meetings were held in different
locations, beginning each morning at 7:00, as at Oxford.  In contrast to Oxford, the
Brighton Convention witnessed a larger international representation, with participants
from twenty-three different nations.  
While Robert Smith and his wife were featured as main speakers, other prominent
speakers included Stevenson Blackwood, Evan Hopkins, Asa Mahan, Theodore Monod,
E. W. Moore, H. W. Webb-Pepole and Henry Varley.48  The Methodist’s reporter noticed
the best speakers were not given as many opportunities to address the conference as they
should have been allowed.
Rev. Dr. Mahan . . . has been preeminently successful; and his room is always
crowded, chiefly with ministers . . . [however] the same men were put forward
again, and again, and again, which was the more inexcusable when not one of
them, with the exception of Dr. Mahan and Theodore Monod, was able to               
     47Record of the Convention for the Promotion of Scriptural Holiness, Held at Brighton, May 29 th
to June 7th, 1875 (London: S. W. Partidge and Co., 1875),  in Donald W. Dayton, ed., “The Higher
Christian Life” Sources for the Study of the Holiness, Pentecostal, and Keswick Movements (New York:
Garland Publishing, 1985), 6.
            48Barabas, 22-24.
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contribute either logical exactness or thoughtful exposition to the discussion of the
great theme.49
The Methodist’s account indicated Pearsall Smith’s reputation as a minister and
religious thinker was beginning to unravel at Brighton.  While arguing for the advantages
Christians could enjoy in the higher life, Smith exclaimed, “In Christ . . . they are lifted to
a higher sphere of life, and thus walk in a freedom unknown to those who are strangers to
the exalted adventure of the new and better life.”50  In reporting this statement, the Banner
of Holiness gave an account of Admiral Fishbourne requesting Smith explain his beliefs
more fully.  In response, Smith flatly denied he made such assertions.  When the
stenographer’s record of the address was read to Smith, he exhibited amazement at its
inclusion in the convention’s officials records, claiming no recollection of making such
remarks.  The importance of this incident was seen in its obvious antinomian overtones,
as well as having questions about Smith’s mental state.51 
During the convention, Canon Battersby and Robert Wilson became enthusiastic
about Higher Life teachings, working together to hold a similar convention at Keswick. 
The Smiths agreed to serve as chief speakers and have charge of the services, scheduled
to start on 29 June, just three weeks after the Brighton Convention.  In the interim
between Brighton and Keswick Conventions, a committee of eight men from the Higher
Life leadership (which excluded Americans) met to consider Smith’s status in the
movement.  In addition to apparent antinomian beliefs, he was charged with improper
            49The Methodist, 11, 25 June 1875, quoted in Edward Madden and James Hamilton, Freedom and
Grace: The Life of Asa Mahan (Metuchenp: Scarecrow Press, 1982), 201.
            50Banner of Holiness, I (16 December 1875), quoted in Edward Madden and James Hamilton,
Freedom and Grace: The Life of Asa Mahan (Metuchenp: Scarecrow Press, 1982), 201.
            51Madden, Freedom and Grace, 201.
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personal conduct.  Allegedly, he was seen kissing a young woman, fanning speculation as
to what other kinds of conduct in which he might be engaging.  Even though the
committee stated it did not see any evidence proving Smith had evil intentions in doctrine
or personal conduct, they barred him from further involvement with the Higher Life
movement.52 
Subsequently, Canon Battersby was informed Smith had canceled all his
engagements, planning on returning to the United States.  As other scheduled speakers
also canceled their participation at the imminent Keswick Convention, Battersby wrestled
with whether or not to go on with the meeting.  However, after securing H. F. Bowker, T.
M. Croome, Webb-Pepole, T. Philips, Murray Shipley and George R. Thornley, as
substitute speakers, he went ahead with the convention.  Unlike the conference at
Brighton, or even Oxford, Keswick only attracted 300 to 400 participants.  Facilities at
Keswick were sparse, consisting of a large tent.  After the conference, Battersby was
quoted in The Record,  that he, as well as hundreds of others, were blessed by the
conference.53
Opponents of Higher Life used Smith’s actions to heap criticism and ridicule upon
its followers.  Even among its sympathizers and adherents, a cloud of questioning and
self-examination lasted for many months.  During his own time of soul searching,
Battersby wrote in his diary, “There must be a thorough sifting of my motives, opinions,
and conduct before God.  If I feel that I have erred, let me acknowledge it.  If not, to God
            52Barabas, 25; Madden, Freedom and Grace, 202.
            53Barabas, 25-26; Bundy, Keswick, 24.
186
let me commit my cause, and stand fast as a rock, trusting in Him!”54  Smith led a number
of Higher Life conferences on the Continent after his fiasco in England, with attendance
nearly as large as those at Oxford and Brighton.  After returning to America, he withdrew
from religious leadership, and for the final twenty-five years of his life was removed from
the public eye.  Despite criticisms and setbacks from the Smith incident, Battersby and
Wilson decided to hold a second convention at Keswick in 1876.  A Higher Life
convention has been held there every year since, contributing a lasting institution to this
town.  Although other, and smaller, conventions were held in England after Brighton,
Keswick became most notable and largest.  It gained the international representation
experienced at Oxford and Brighton, with thousands in attendance.  A final aspect of
Keswick was its shift toward those embracing a form of modified Calvinism accepting
free will instead of leaning towards a position lifting up the importance of man’s works,
as seen in the strict Arminianism of Methodism.55
The Higher Life movement’s broader impact helped establish many independent
Holiness and Pentecostal ministries, including contributing to the formation of several
denominations.  Some of these fellowships were Church of the Nazarene, Cliff College,
Faith Mission, the Holiness Church, the Independent Holiness Movement, the Pentecostal
League, the Salvation Army, the Southport Convention and Star Hall.56  However, the
direct impact of Moody’s crusades in Great Britain has been more difficult to evaluate.  If
            54Walter B. Sloan, These Sixty Years: The Story of the Keswick Convention, (n.p.: Pickering and
Inglis, n.d.), 23 quoted in Steven Barabas, So Great Salvation: The History and Message of the Keswick
Convention (London: Marshall, Morgan and Scott, 1957), 27. 
            55Barabas, 27-28; M. E. Dieter, “From Vineland and Manheim to Brighton and Berlin: the
Holiness Revival in Nineteenth-Century Europe,” Wesleyan Theological Journal 9 (Spring 1974): 22.
            56Dieter, “From Vineland and Manheim to Brighton and Berlin,” 22.
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the numerical and spiritual status of Methodism was a valid barometer of evangelicalism
as a whole, then the combined effects of Moody and the Higher Life movement was
beneficial for at least a few years.  The Methodists’ annual report for 1874 reflected an
increase of 3,065 members in conjunction with greater spirituality among current
members, reporting,
We are glad to be able to mention special visitations of Divine grace which has
been given in various places.  In Cornwall, in the North of England, in Scotland,
and elsewhere, our own brethren, and those of other churches, have seen mighty
manifestations of the power of the Spirit of God.  Ought we not to continue            
‘instant in prayer’ that a work like this may become general, that awakenings and
conversions may everywhere advance in the kingdom of Christ?57
With the exception of Cornwall, areas experiencing notable evangelistic successes
were those where Moody held crusades in the latter part of 1873 and first half of 1874.58 
This was within the same time-frame as Methodists’ gains, giving strong support to the
assertion that Moody positively impacted Methodism, even early in his tour of Great
Britain.  Oddly, Methodists did not mention Moody in connection with their outbreaks of
revival, even though their ministers were quite willing to work with his crusades.  Possi-
bly, these   revivals spun-off from Moody’s campaigns, directly or indirectly.  At any rate,
they failed to acknowledge Moody’s contributions to these revivals.  
By the time the Methodist conference adopted their annual address in the summer
of 1875, Moody was finished with his tour of Great Britain and already returned to
America.  Between the time of the Methodists’ reports for 1874 and 1875, conferences at
Oxford, Brighton and Keswick were all held.  This combination of prominent events
            57William Morley Punshon, “The Annual Address of the Conference to the Methodist Societies,”
The Wesleyan-Methodist Magazine (September 1874): 850-51 (Ann Arbor: University Microfilms, 1951),
microfilm, EEP reel 810.
            58Findlay,  Dwight L. Moody, 149-66.
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within the same time-span created quite a stir in Evangelical circles.  Methodists
experienced an increase in membership of 6,417, their largest annual gain in fourteen
years.  In speaking of these events, the Methodist president, Gervase Smith, exclaimed,
Never were there so many voices summoning the people of God to unreserved
consecration and earnest service as now.  During the year a wave of Divine power
has passed over our land, bringing revival to many Churches, and spiritual life and
gladness to many hearts . . . Most of the evangelical sections of the Christian   
Church have been partakers of this  gracious visitation, and have profited thereby;
we rejoice greatly in their successes, and thank God on their behalf.59
Even a full year after the conclusion of Moody’s crusades, Methodists
experienced greater growth than in at least fifteen years.  They gained 14,876 new
members in 1876 and 9,351 in 1877.  In their 1876 annual address Alexander M’Aulay
stated,
Although the excitement of that wide-spread revival has in some degree subsided,
the spirit of evangelistic zeal and earnestness which it served to evoke, appears to
be still increasing. . . . In the Halifax and Bradford, Leeds, Birmingham, and
Liverpool Districts, and elsewhere, ‘Revival Missions’ have been conducted with
such marked success as to commend the methods employed to the consideration
of the other Districts.60
This growth was not without a price.  Despite establishment of new congregations and
chapels, only a small number of the new adherents became members of their mother
churches.  As a result, Methodists had a larger constituency to serve, with a lower ratio of  
            59Gervase Smith, “The Annual Address of the Conference to the Methodist Societies,” The
Wesleyan-Methodist Magazine (September 1875): 849-50 (Ann Arbor: University Microfilms, 1978),
microfilm, EEP reel 811.
            60Alexander M’Aulay, “The Annual Address of the Conference to the Methodist Societies,” The
Wesleyan-Methodist Magazine (September 1876): 828-29 (Ann Arbor: University Microfilms, 1978),
microfilm, EEP reel 811.
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pounds per person received in donations.  New congregations were not paying their own
way, creating a financial burden for older churches.  Such was the cost of growth.61       
As has been shown, the early 1870s were marked by Evangelicals’ desire to see
increases in the number of conversions and depth of their members’ personal piety. 
While this was not easy to quantify, American Higher Life ministers acted in loose
conjunction with the American revivalists to catalyze greater results in both British
revivalistic efforts and Higher Life movement during the remainder of the 1870s.  After
the Americans had gone home, Christian leaders continued earnest efforts in both these
fields of ministry in Great Britain.  F. B. Meyer was one such worker, achieving a very
prominent role.  He participated in Higher Life conferences at Broadlands, Oxford,
Brighton and Keswick during 1874 and 1875, although he mainly focused efforts on his
pastorate at Melbourne Hall in Leicester, after the Brighton Convention.  However,
Meyer claimed a spiritual experience on 26 November 1884, characterized as a total
surrender to God’s will for his life.  With news of this experience becoming public, the
Keswick committee scheduled him as a speaker for their 1887 convention.62     
Following Moody’s first evangelistic mission to Great Britain, he busily
developed a large ministry based in Northfield, Massachusetts.  The Northfield Bible
Conferences were part of this expansion, beginning on 1 September 1880, advertised as a
convocation for prayer.  Despite Northfield’s rural location, participants from across
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North America, Great Britain, Africa and Asia attended.  Over 300 ministers and laymen
responded to Moody’s invitation, resulting in a lodging shortage that was partially
remedied by pitching a large tent behind his house.  Teaching on the Holy Spirit was
blended with prayer as main themes. Though a second conference was held the following
year, they were then postponed for three years, during Moody’s second evangelistic tour
of Great Britain.  Upon their resumption in 1885, Northfield Conferences were held in
early August each year for many years.  The 1889 conference was Moody’s last, as he
died at home that year on 22 December.  Overwork was blamed for Moody’s demise,
following his collapse during a protracted speaking engagement in Kansas City.63  
Moody did not want these conferences contributing to a narrow band of Christian
views, opening their platforms to speakers from a wide variety of traditions and
experiences.  This was noticeable in the speakers’ slate for the 1889 convention, with
inclusion of ministers holding more liberal views of biblical interpretation than Moody’s
own.  Northfield meetings were not conducted as occasions for demonstrable
emotionalism, rather as times of self examination along the lines of speakers’ topics.  The
goal was to draw Christian workers toward a higher Christian life, manifested in great
personal piety and effective approaches to ministry.64  F. B. Meyer was a featured speaker
in 1891, addressing “the subjective side of Christian living . . . a clear presentation of the
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possibilities of a life truly yielded to God and the privilege it afforded of living free from
the bondage of sin.”65  Meyer returned several times in following years, featured
alongside other British Higher Life speakers such as G. Campbell Morgan, Andrew
Murray and Prebendary Webb-Peploe.66    
Perhaps one of Moody’s greatest contributions in assisting church growth was his
development of mass evangelism methods.  These have been adapted by scores of
evangelists over the decades since he first used them in Great Britain.  At the same time,
the influence of American Higher Life ministers such as Asa Mahan, Robert Smith and
William Boardman assisted in the growth of like views in Great Britain.  Moody directly
impacted the Holiness movement in America, including its non-Wesleyan Calvinistic
branches, by bringing speakers from British Higher Life circles to Northfield conferences,
especially from Keswick.  The American Holiness movement contained people
embracing varying degrees of free will, with some originating from Calvinism and others
from Methodism.  Moody contributed to a cross-pollination of theology between Britain
and America, impacting revivalism, Holiness thought and Northfield Theology.  Through
this circuitous fashion, the British Higher Life and revivalism movements contributed to
the development of American Holiness and Pentecostal fellowships.67  
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During the closing years of the nineteenth century, American evangelicalism was 
not only marked by struggles centering around liberal Biblical interpretation, the social
gospel and evolution, but debate over budding Pentecostalism.1  Within this milieu, a
number of prominent modified Calvinist ministers became associated with Dwight
Lyman Moody.  As modified Calvinists, they accepted belief in man’s free will for
salvation, believing God desired everyone’s salvation. Among these associates were
Adoniram Judson Gordon, Arthur Tappan Pierson and Reuben Archer Torrey.  In
addition to personal friendships with Moody, they were involved with his evangelistic
and Christian growth endeavors, with Gordon and Pierson occupying important roles at
Moody’s Northfield Conferences. 
While not agreeing on every nuance of doctrine, these ministers collectively
possessed a theology emphasizing both Higher Life views and belief in the importance of
the Holy Spirit’s active ministry in lives of modern Christians.  Key to this development
was their participation in emerging Restorationism, a belief that manifestations of the
Holy Spirit recorded in the New Testament were available to modern Christians.  These
included divine healing, prophecy, baptism in the Holy Spirit and glossolalia, or speaking
in tongues, with these views later forming basic Charismatic and Pentecostal theology. 
This proved essential to later formation of the Assemblies of God in 1914.2   
     1Social gospel: the emphasis and application of Christian teachings towards solving the social ills
of society.
     2Menzies, Anointed to Serve, 26, 126; Blumhofer, Assemblies of God, 1: 42, 50-60, 122-23.
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Although Moody’s close theological circle espoused some of these Pentecostal
tenets, and frequently utilized its vocabulary in their teachings, they were unwilling to
completely embrace Pentecostalism as it unfolded in the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries.  Particularly, they rejected speaking in tongues as the initial physical
evidence of believers receiving the baptism of the Holy Spirit, as well as the considerable
emotionalism that frequently characterized the early years of Pentecostalism.  As such,
these men occupied theological positions termed quasi-Pentecostals, that is almost
Pentecostal but not quite.  As a convenient term for the collective views of Moody and
his associates, Northfield Theology has been used.3
D. L. Moody and his singing co-worker Ira D. Sankey sailed to Great Britain in
the spring of 1873 for a protracted evangelistic tour.  By the time they arrived back in
America in early September 1875, international press coverage of their crusades in Great
Britain had already made them religious celebrities.  In October, Moody and Sankey
began a series of mass revivals, taking them from Brooklyn to Philadelphia.  In February,
they initiated a revival at the Hippodrome in New York, lasting through April.  As with
their British tour, attendance at these meetings was very large.  On average, over 12,000
attended each service, often with a few thousand turned away due to lack of seating. 
During these meetings, The Tribune used a team of stenographers for recording Moody’s 
     3Menzies, 26.
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sermons verbatim.  Later that year, seventy-six of these were published in a bound
volume, entitled Glad Tidings.4                     
This assortment of Moody’s sermons gave insight into his theology during his
early ministry, delineating views of the Holy Spirit’s prominence in effecting salvation,
saying,
The only work that is going to stand to eternity is the work of the Holy Ghost, and
not by any one of us.  We may be used as His instruments, but the work that will
stand to eternity is that done by the Holy Ghost. . . . The Holy Ghost testifies
against the world.  That is what he has come to do---to convince men of their sins.
. . . I do not believe a man was ever convicted of sin by any preacher in the world. 
It is the work of the Holy Ghost.  If He does not do it they won't be converted. . . .
There is no life or power for a man to serve God until he is first born of the Spirit,
until he is quickened by the Holy Ghost.5      
From a traditional Calvinistic stance, Moody believed men without Christ were dead
spiritually, not possessing ability to attain spiritual life until it was imparted by the Holy
Spirit.  However, as Charles Finney taught thirty years earlier, Moody also viewed
preachers working in partnership with God’s Spirit in bringing salvation to men.6  He
expected the message of Christ to be presented to men by men, though the Holy Spirit
pressed the gospel’s truth upon hearts of listeners, convincing people of their sins and
need for Christ as savior.7 
Rebuttals to his position did not appear in the Calvinistic journals, suggesting
Moody’s position may have been tolerable, even if not completely acceptable, to
     4Moody, Life of Moody, 264; “Messrs. Moody and Sankey,” The Christian (16 September 1875):
17; Dwight Lyman Moody, Glad Tidings, ed. H. H. Birkins (New York: E. B. Treat, 1876), i-x.
     5Moody, Glad Tidings, 273, 275, 281.
            6Finney, Systematic Theology, 284, 288, 619.
                7Moody, Glad Tidings, 273-83.
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mainstream Calvinism in the late nineteenth century.  The same was not true earlier in the
century when Finney was castigated by Charles Hodges, a staunch defender of strict
Calvinism and editor of the Princeton Review.8  This change in perception of the roles of
Holy Spirit and preachers in conversion experiences reflected a shift away from stricter
forms of Calvinism.  However, like other adherents of Northfield Theology, Moody
steadfastly retained belief in perseverance of the saints.  He said, “After we have been
cleansed and purified, then the Holy Ghost can seal us for the day of redemption; and
who is going to break God’s seal? . . . If we are sealed for the day of redemption, that seal
will not be broken.”9
Moody’s sermons also reflected growing concern among many Calvinists for a
greater role of the Holy Spirit in the daily lives of Christians following conversion.  For
instance, he believed there was distinction between being born of the Spirit at conversion
and receiving an anointing of power from the Spirit.  He said, “There is such a thing as a
man just having life but not having the power.”10  He was convinced of  a greater amount
of the Holy Spirit’s power attainable subsequent to accepting Christ, than was
traditionally taught.  In the first application of this, he stressed the need for Christians to
seek and depend upon the power of the Holy Spirit to maintain their piety, explaining, “I
don’t believe that there is a Christian here but what would fall into some previous sin
inside of forty-eight hours if it was not for the Holy Ghost dwelling in us.  It is He that
            8Hodge, “Finney’s Lectures on Theology,” 242-44, 259, 276.
            9Moody, Glad Tidings, 286.
            10Ibid.
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gives us power over the world and over Satan.”11  Still, Moody did not stress a sanctifying
effect as the most important role of the Holy Spirit’s anointing of power, as did most
Holiness Wesleyans.12  For him, the most pressing reason for needing power was to
evangelize the unconverted, declaring,
When a man is full of the Holy Ghost, he has boldness. . . . This world would
soon be converted, if all such were baptized with the Holy Ghost. . . . We would
indeed have a stir in the Church if we were baptized with the Holy Ghost. . . . We
would all be anxious to be used in God's service. . . . We cannot work now on
grace we had years ago.  What we want is further baptism.13
In speaking of the baptism in the Holy Spirit, Moody utilized a concept Asa Mahan, an
eminent modified Calvinist possessing strong free will views, had begun popularizing
several years earlier.  Mahan did this with his preaching, lectures and treatise, The
Baptism of the Holy Ghost, published in 1874.  This phrase, baptism of the Holy Ghost,
was often used by Northfield theologians, becoming a staple of  Pentecostalism.
Moody opened Northfield Seminary to supply basic education to young women in
the Northfield area, in 1879.  Initially, classes were held in a wing built onto his home
until permanent facilities were completed in November.  This effort led to the founding of
Mount Herman in 1881, a school for boys located about five miles from the seminary. 
Following completion of its first dormitory, Moody began holding annual summer
conferences on the campus for Christian workers. Approximately 300 delegates attended
the first year.  In 1886, the Northfield Student’s Conference was held for Christian
            11Ibid.
            12Blumhofer, 1:42.  Wesleyans comprised a number of splinter groups descended from the
teachings of John Wesley.  The Methodists were the largest of these groups.  The holiness faction was a
group within Wesleyanism that stressed the need for a special perfecting and cleansing of the believer's
heart subsequent to salvation, often referred to as sanctification.  
            13Moody, Glad Tidings, 289-91.  
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college students, resulting in formation of the Student Volunteer Movement and later the
Northfield Young Women’s Conference.  Due to Moody’s popularity, these conferences
attracted delegates and speakers internationally, with availability of the Holy Spirit’s
power for believers a frequent theme.14    
Among the conferences’ more prominent American speakers were Moody’s
colleagues within Northfield Theology.  The practical application of these theological
considerations resulted in “a period of heart-searching, of consecration, and of humble
supplication for an outpouring of the Holy Spirit.”15  He also brought speakers connected
with the Keswick Convention to Northfield conferences.  This not only injected his
meetings with the flavor of the British Higher Life movement, but, while in the United
States, these speakers used lecture and preaching tours in popularizing their message. 
Because Moody was neither formally trained in theology nor comprehensively
self-taught, he never published a systematic theology of his views.  Moody’s thinking has
survived in the form of published sermons, ministry recollections, lectures and conference
remarks, rather than deeper theological works.  His awareness of this limitation may have
been the reason he encouraged others within Northfield Theology to take up the pen in his
stead.16 
Moody’s associate, Adoniram Judson Gordon, was born in New Hampton, New
Hampshire, 19 April 1836, into a traditionally staunch Calvinistic family.  Gordon felt a
            14Edward T. Curnick, “Dwight L. Moody and His Schools,” The Methodist Quarterly Review 58,
no. 4 (October 1909): 739-43 (Ann Arbor: University Microfilms, n.d.), microfilm, APS II, reel 1108;
Moody, Life of Moody, 360-363.
            15T. J. Shanks, D.L. Moody at Home (New York: Revell, 1886), 33.
            16Ibid., 31-40;  Blumhofer, 1: 50-60. 
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call into the ministry within a year of his conversion in 1852.  His ministerial preparation
carried him to Brown University and Newton Theological Institution.  After completing
his studies in 1863, Gordon accepted the pastorate of a Baptist congregation in Jamaica
Plains, Massachusetts,  remaining until 1869.  He then served as pastor of the very
prominent Clarendon Baptist Church in Boston, continuing until his death in 1895. 
During his tenure at Clarendon, he authored at least ten books pertaining to the Christian
faith, also editing The Watchword, an Evangelical monthly, from 1878 to 1895.17  His
first volume, In Christ, was published in 1872.  Like Moody, Gordon argued for the
perseverance of the saints, saying, 
We cannot now be in a state of justification and now out of it.  Doubt and
unfaithfulness may throw the shadow back many degrees to-day on thee dial-plate
of hope; but God does not look at that to determine our acceptance with Him.  He  
sees us in the light of the true Sun of righteousness. . . . To be in Him is to be
saved at once and forever from the condemnation of sin.18
Gordon saw conversion as a spiritual birth, irreversible by actions on the part of converts. 
Backsliding was characterized as distancing oneself from God so as to prevent                  
fellowship with him, though this did not change the reality of one’s permanent and
unalterable sonship.19
Concerning sanctification, Gordon viewed it as both instantaneous and
progressive.  Upon conversion, believers were declared by God to be holy and righteous,
a result of faith in Christ and his perfection.  However, human frailties prevented one
            17C. Allyn Russell, “Adoniram Judson Gordon: Nineteenth-Century Fundamentalist,” American
Baptist Quarterly  4, no 1 (March 1985): 62. 
            18A. J. Gordon, In Christ  (New York: Revell, 1872), 116, 175.
            19Gordon, In Christ, 116-32.
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from becoming truly perfect in thought and deed in this life.  In contrast to many
Wesleyans of this period, Gordon did not believe that sin’s root could be eradicated from
believers’ lives, rather teaching, “it is kept for the time in blessed unfruitfulness, its leaf
withered by the brightness of the Saviour’s presence.”20  Gordon thought there were
periods when Christians could experience an exceptionally obedient walk with Christ, in
close communion with him.  But, he expected this would be interrupted by times of
spiritual coldness and disobedience, because of their own unconcern or willfulness.  The
means for realizing piety was through partaking of daily ingestion of God’s truth, as
found in the Bible.  Also, the presence of the Holy Spirit acted to draw believers into holy
living.  As he explained, “Thus slowly, and as it may seem to us quite imperceptibly, is
God bringing this divine work to completion in us.”21  
An example of Gordon’s cooperation with Moody was seen in his participation in
the evangelist’s 1877 Boston crusade.  Since the meetings were held in a temporary
tabernacle, just 300 feet from Gordon’s Clarendon Street Church, respondents to
Moody’s salvation invitations were brought there for additional prayer and counseling.  In
combination with other evangelistic efforts, this brought lower-income members into his
congregation, whose membership rose from 358 to over 1,000 by 1895.  An innovative
aspect of Gordon’s ministry was evident by his leadership in founding the Boston
Industrial Home in 1877, serving as its president until his death.  This institution was
roughly comparable to the Salvation Army, a ministry for supplying food, housing and
employment to the needy.  In an effort to provide more practical and impassioned
            20Ibid., 172.
            21Ibid., 181.
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ministerial training, he led in the establishment of the Boston Missionary Training School
in 1889.22  
Gordon’s views on divine healing were presented in The Ministry of Healing,
published in 1883.  He was convinced that healing through divine intervention was not
only possible in modern times, but actually occurring.  Gordon cited healing incidents in
the lives of the Burmese missionary Adoniram Judson, Mrs. Asa Mahan, his son Ernest
and in his own life.  However, he did not teach medical assistance or preventative care
should be avoided, as did some in the healing movement.  He reasoned healing, and other
miracles, occurred in the first-century church to confirm the gospel message.  In like
fashion, he inquired why  these signs should cease, as the church was still pressing into
unevangelized countries in modern times.23  Gordon’s The Holy Spirit in Missions
appeared in 1893, comprising six lectures given the year before at the Theological
Seminary of the Reformed Church in America, in New Brunswick, New Jersey.  As the
title suggested, this volume was concerned with arguing for the Holy Spirit’s role in
advancing foreign missions.  The Methodist Review highly praised Gordon and his book. 
They believed such lectures, delivered within higher institutions of Christian learning,
would bolster enlistment of numerous missionary workers.  The review stated, “To say
that this book is worthy of its subject is saying a great deal; yet we are inclined to say it,
both on account of its spirit, its scope, and its treatment . . . every Christian family . . .
            22Russell, “Adoniram Judson Gordon,” 66-67.
            23Ibid., 71-76.
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ought to make sure of having at least one book of this sort.”24  Gordon’s generous
treatment by this Wesleyan journal’s reviewer was tempered by him mentioning some
minor points of theology with which he disagreed and that this slightly detracted from the
overall positive effect of the book.  However, he did not elaborate on what these
differences were.25    
Unfortunately for Gordon, some of his Calvinistic colleagues did not view his
volume in such positive light.  The Presbyterian and Reformed Review scathingly
denounced his underlying premises.  In essence, it rejected Gordon’s views of
premillennial dispensationalism.  Gordon, as well as many others of his day, believed that
God has dealt differently with mankind during separate periods of time, with each period
viewed as a dispensation.  Millennialists believed an extended period of broad salvation,
peace and perfection would come to the world, brought about by Christians reforming
society.  Premillennialists believed this would only happen with occurrence of the Second
Advent, or return of Christ to the earth, ushering in his millennial reign on earth.  The
importance of these differences to conducting missions was striking.  Gordon believed
the world could not be raised to this level of perfection that God desired without Christ’s
return, since this was needed to radically alter the world’s corrupt system.  For him, this
view required that the church evangelize the world and not attempt radical socio-political
reforms, since these were merely cosmetic in nature.  Gordon was brushed aside as a
pessimist.  The review stated, “All these assumptions have no foundation in Scripture;
            24“Review of: The Holy Spirit and Missions,” Methodist Review 75 (July 1893): 666 (Ann Arbor:
University Microfilms, n.d.), microfilm, APS II, reel 1103.
            25Ibid., 666. 
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they are wholly deductions from reason and sense, and utterly devoid of faith in God’s
promises made to His Son and to His Church.”26  
Gordon published The Ministry of the Spirit in 1894, including an introduction by
his British colleague F. B. Meyer.  Gordon presented a highly developed pneumatology,
with dispensational views shaping his discourse.27  He said, “We are living in the
dispensation of the Spirit; with all the unspeakable blessings for the church and for the
world which this economy provides.”28  Gordon hesitated in embracing complete Pente-
costal vocabulary, arguing the baptism of the Holy Spirit occurred only twice in scripture,
first to the Jewish Christians during the Feast of Pentecost in Acts 2 and then to gentile
Christians in Acts 10.  These initial baptisms of the Holy Spirit were for all believers in
subsequent generations as well, as was Christ’s death.29  
Gordon made a careful distinction between the church having received the
baptism of the Holy Spirit and individual Christians having done so at the time of
conversion, declaring, “It is still the duty and privilege of believers to receive the Holy
Spirit by a conscious, definite act of appropriating faith, just as they received Jesus Christ.
. . . the gift of the Spirit is subsequent to repentance.”30  To support this view, Gordon
used the example of Christians at Ephesus receiving the gift of the Holy Spirit twenty
            26John Laing, “Review of: The Holy Spirit and Missions,”  The Presbyterian and Reformed Review 
5 (1894): 558.
     27A. J. Gordon, The Ministry of the Spirit  (Philadelphia: American Baptist Publication Society,
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            28Ibid., v.
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years after the initial occurrence in Jerusalem, mentioned in Acts 19.31  Cautiously, he
approached the question of whether miraculous signs or speaking in tongues should be
expected beyond the Apostolic Age.  He demurred, “Whether those traits---the speaking
in tongues and working of miracles---were intended to be perpetual or not we do not here
discuss. . . . but . . . whatsoever relations believers held to the Spirit in the beginning they
have the right to claim to-day.”32
Avoidance of directly dealing with this question of the modern availability of
speaking in tongues likely spared Gordon some grief.  Had he sided with
quasi-Pentecostals more traditional churchmen would have waylaid him, with the
converse true as well.  For him, the purpose of this additional anointing of the Holy Spirit
was three-fold: for understanding divine truth, for help in living a sanctified life and for
power in serving God in the callings he has bestowed.  In seeming contrast to his view of
sanctification in In Christ, Gordon pressed his readers to not allow the gradual process of
sanctification to dissuade them from making full use of all God’s resources towards that
end.  Christians should ask for the gift of the Holy Spirit in expectant faith for receiving
greatly needed assistance in Christ-like development.33    
The Methodist Review critiqued The Ministry of the Holy Spirit the year after its
publication and following Gordon’s death.  He was praised for his consecrated life and
ministry, with his work receiving a splendid review.  There was not a single negative
comment made, saying,
            31Ibid., 71-72.
            32Ibid., 72.
            33Ibid., 90-96.
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For the great lessons that it holds we earnestly commend the volume to general
notice.  The putting of a copy upon the study table of every Christian minister of
the land could but make plainer the personality of the Spirit, and quicken a desire
for his more plentiful bestowment in whose dispensation frail and sinful men are
preaching the Gospel of the kingdom.34
In 1896, the Methodist Review critiqued Gordon’s posthumously published volume, How
Christ Came to the Church, as well as a biography, Adoniram Judson Gordon, written by
his son Earnest Gordon.35  Curiously, neither the Presbyterian and Reformed Review nor
any other major Calvinistic journal published reviews of these three works.  Also, these
journals did not print articles personally relating to Gordon following his death.    
Arthur Tappan Pierson was acquainted with Gordon and one of Moody’s
associates.  He was born across the street from Charles Finney’s Broadway Tabernacle in
New York in 1837.  He was a graduate of Hamilton College and Union Theological
Seminary and ordained a Presbyterian minister in 1860. During Pierson’s fifth pastorate
in 1887, at Bethany Church in Philadelphia, his volume36 Evangelistic Work in Principle
and Practice was published.  He summarized Moody’s influence upon his ministry in its
dedicatory statement, exclaiming, “To Dwight L. Moody, whose love for the word,
passion for souls, and zeal in the work of evangelism have provoked to love and to do
good works very many on both sides of the sea. This book is dedicated by his cordial
            34“A Review of: The Ministry of the Holy Spirit,”  Methodist Review 77 (May 1895): 500 (Ann
Arbor: University Microfilms, n.d.), microfilm, APS II, reel 1103.
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friend and true yoke-fellow, the author.”37  This work gave insight into Pierson’s overall
theology.  For instance, he did not see evangelism as only work of clergy, since this
responsibility fell upon all Christians.  He summarized this position and combined it with
his belief in free will, pithily saying, “All are to go, and go to all.”38  
He was convinced that there was a great, two-fold need in the church regarding
evangelism.  First, the church needed to awaken out of its lethargy, becoming active in
reaching the unsaved already under the umbrella of its ministry.  Along with this, it
should be attempting to reach out to those with little or no exposure to the gospel.39
Second, efforts of the church must be greatly augmented by God’s empowerment. 
Pierson exclaimed, “Dependence on our own endeavor is like propelling a boat by puffing
with our own breath on the sails, or like making the world move on its axis by pushing
with our feet.”40  Although there was a spiritual harvest field across the world, in a sense
impossibly vast, he saw God calling the church to a task achievable with divine
assistance, declaring, “When God gives a command, the command is the pledge of power
to fulfill it.  All we need is to take up the work, while we lay hands on the arm of God to
get power, as those who have faith in prayer.”41  Pierson’s biblical hermeneutic and
pneumatology formed the basis of his call for divinely empowered evangelism.  He
            37A. T. Pierson, Evangelistic Work in Principle and Practice (New York: Baker and Taylor,
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            38Pierson, Evangelistic Work in Principle and Practice, 28-29.
            39Ibid., 29, 68, 165.
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viewed events of the early church, as recorded in Acts, as both normal for them and
normative for succeeding generations of Christians.  The Gospels’ accounts of Christ’s
commission to evangelize the world were seen as containing three promises as well,
being, “The perpetual presence of the Lord, the working of supernatural signs, and the
enduement with the power of the Holy Spirit.”42  
Pierson was convinced the same kind of supernatural manifestations mentioned in
the New Testament were not restricted to the apostles, but exercised through other
Christians as well.  In support of this, he pointed out the apostles were not the ones
originally carrying a Christian witness out of Palestine into the larger Mediterranean
world, but accomplished by other Christians.  A divine anointing for ministry was
available to all believers responding to the evangelistic commission.  Building on this
premise, he argued that the same spiritual manifestations recorded in Acts were possible
in the modern church, placing his pneumatology at variance with the majority of
American Calvinism.43        
Crucial to Pierson’s understanding of the role of divine anointing upon
evangelism was the Holy Spirit’s ministry upon both preacher and listener.  Preachers of
the gospel were to have a real desire to see people accept Christ and then speak what God
wants spoken, as he exhorted,
The true preacher thinks God’s thoughts after God.  By searching the Word, and
comparing spiritual things with spiritual, he gets the mind of God. . . . The Spirit
broods over the mind, till the chaos of dim perceptions and confused conceptions
is resolved into order. . . . The preaching which God uses to convert men lifts
Christ crucified, and finds the secret of its power in turning the eyes of men to
            42Ibid., 27-28.
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Him alone. . . . The preacher . . . must hear the Word at his mouth and then speak
the Word as nearly as possible just as he hears it from God . . . when the aim of
every sermon is to glorify Christ in saving and sanctifying souls, and toward that   
end every thought and word and gesture converge, -- we shall see results of which
even Pentecost was but a prophecy and foretaste.44
Pierson called the presence of the Holy Spirit’s influence upon the preacher and his
listeners a divine unction.45  
Although he denied this could be truly defined, it was explained as a clarity of
thought produced in those present.  This functioned to convince listeners of the truth of
things spoken, pressing them to accept and act upon the message; as he said, “It is a
chrism of power, an anointing. . . . This is the baptism of fire. . . . It is a baptism of power
. . . let the Spirit breathe on a congregation, and, like blades of grass in a breeze, stubborn
wills bow.”46  Pierson believed this spiritual ministry was available to every minister of
Christ.  It could be obtained by first realizing utter dependence upon God for conversion
of others, then sincerely praying for it in faith.  Pierson saw the importance of this
anointing, or unction, as so crucial to the success of the church’s mission that it should be
sought immediately by all Christians.47  
Pierson became editor of The Missionary Review of the World in 1887, monthly
expressing his views in articles and editorials until he died in 1911.  Among his several
assistant editors was A. J. Gordon. This journal was a major ecumenical publication,
offering him a wide sphere of influence.  The recognition of Pierson’s speaking abilities
            44Ibid., 69-71.
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while a delegate at the World’s Conference for Foreign Missions in 1888 propelled him
into an international and interdenominational speaking circuit.  The degree of
interdenominational confidence he enjoyed was demonstrated by his acceptance of an
offer from Charles Spurgeon (a Baptist), to serve as interim pastor for Metropolitan
Tabernacle, beginning during the latter part of 1891.48  Three years later Pierson was
defrocked by the Presbyterian Church, following his submission to baptism by
immersion.  He continued attending Presbyterian worship services, but never held
ministerial credentials with another denomination for the remainder of his life.  Pierson
began teaching at Moody Bible Institute during the 1890s, but also attending and
speaking at annual Keswick Conventions in Great Britain by about 1897.  The Holiness,
or Higher Life, teachings of the convention reinforced his view of the Holy Spirit’s
importance in ministering to believers for both piety and evangelistic empowerment.49 
Pierson’s volume, Forward Movements of the Last Half Century, was published
in 1900.  Its general scope was to give an overview of advances, as well as difficulties, in
church benevolences, missions and spiritual movements during the previous fifty years. 
His willingness to try new approaches, desire for interdenominational cooperation, and
concern for both physical and spiritual human needs helped expose the mind set of an
innovative religious progressive.  However, Pierson believed a number of foundational
prerequisites must be met before human poverty and misery could ever be sufficiently
addressed.  In speaking of this to American Protestantism, he warned,
            48Robert, A. T. Pierson, 122-23.
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It is leavened by sectarianism, sacramentalism, ritualism, Romanism, rationalism
and a secularism quite as fatal to spirituality as any of the rest. . . . Christ . . .
seems to us by many signs to be laying new emphasis upon personal and practical
holiness both in the individual, and in the collective church life. . . .The word of
God must be restored to its supreme place as the inspired, infallible testimony of
God; the personality and power of the Holy Spirit, the indispensableness of Christ
to human salvation . . . these and like truths must be preached, taught, driven
home to the conscience---until God’s people are brought into more personal,
living, loving sympathy with Himself.50
Pierson was in part reacting to the advances of theological liberalism in the late
nineteenth century, such as the rejection of biblical inspiration and inerrancy.  In broadly
viewing the church’s problems, he was convinced that the need for increased personal
holiness was a crucial component, noting that many others within Protestantism had the
same conviction, saying, 
In all solid advances in missions and in all other forms of holy enterprise, there is
first of all a higher type of holy living, which is itself due to new power in
supplication. . . . There is a general unrest and dissatisfaction among God’s
people, a common consciousness of the need of a higher standard of holiness.51  
He applauded the overall development of the Holiness movement since the 1850s, despite
its occasional fanatical extremes.  He saw its primary focus as the promotion of personal
piety, whether various phases or segments of the movement went by the name of “Entire   
Sanctification . . . Second Conversion . . . Higher Christian Life . . . Perfectionism. . . . or
mildly described as ‘for the deepening of spiritual life.’ ”52 
Pierson believed instances of healing occurred by divine intervention, with these
similar to those recorded in both testaments of the Bible and occasionally manifested
            50A. T. Pierson, Forward Movements of the Last Half Century  (New York: Funk and Wagnalls,
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            51Ibid., ix.
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210
throughout the history of the church.  To him, the reasons for the paucity of present
manifestations of healing was due to “the decline of the evangelical faith, evangelistic
activity, unworldliness of life and power in prayer.”53  Pierson claimed those denying the
possibility of widespread manifestations of healing were really attempting to conceal their
own lack of a truly scriptural rebuttal of the doctrine of healing.  He saw a close
connection between the level of one’s own piety and the gifts and graces God bestowed
upon believers, explaining, “The more of the grace we cultivate, the more of the gift is
likely to be conferred.  The one need of our day is a higher type of piety---a closer walk
with God.”54
In this volume, Pierson commended the stirring of the Pentecostal movement
since the 1850s, believing it to be the most important of all the religious movements
during that period.  He characterized it as bringing a “revival of interest in the person,
functions, and offices, the inworking and outworking of the Spirit of God.”55  He regarded
it as symptomatic of a new emphasis upon three aspects of the Holy Spirit’s ministry, in
“sanctifying, enduement, and filling.”56  Pierson turned to biblical exegesis for support,
using passages from the Gospels and Acts to show that fullness of the Spirit was not
received until the first Feast of Pentecost following the crucifixion of Christ.  Building on
this premise, he argued modern Christians all receive a measure of the Spirit upon con-
version.  However, there was a larger anointing of the Holy Spirit’s presence and power
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available subsequent to salvation.  He also used modern reports of similar spiritual
occurrences among Christians in his argument, insisting, “One fact knocks over all hostile
theories: Men and women are in our day coming into an entirely new experience by the
enduement of the Holy Spirit.”57  He cited the example of a massive revival sweeping
through Uganda in the mid-1880s credited to missionaries and national church leaders
specifically seeking a new anointing of the Holy Spirit’s power in order to minister most
effectively.58   
As the Pentecostal revival grew during the first decade of the twentieth century, so
was reaction against it from traditional denominations.  During the summer and fall 1907,
Pierson evaluated the movement in two editorials published in the Missionary Review of
the World.  His major focus was on the prevalence of glossolalia, expressing serious
reservations.  In his first article, he began with a discussion of spiritual gifts discussed in I
Corinthians 14, not denying the presence of speaking in tongues in either the early or
modern church.  Rather, he objected to its occurrence among modern Pentecostals on four
grounds.  First, he charged the overwhelming majority of its alleged  manifestations were
spurious.  Second, where it might genuinely be the work of the Holy Spirit, it was not
accompanied by the gift of interpretation.  Third, its importance in relation to the other
spiritual gifts was overstated.  Pierson did not see how speaking in tongues profited any
congregation unless it was interpreted, without which its manifestation was often harmful
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to the church and an obstacle to the unsaved.59  Fourth, many Pentecostals were viewing
“speaking in tongues as the sole evidencing sign of the true Pentecostal baptism.”60  In
response, he declared, 
These facts we record with regret, but with a deep sense of responsibility.  God
forbid that by tongue or pen we should hinder any genuine work of the Spirit of
God. . . . We must not shut our eyes to certain great considerations, such as these: 
(1) The infallible Scriptures alone can be our ultimate court of appeal.  (2)  The
gifts most to be sought are those which are most to edification.  (3)  All spiritual
gifts that are genuine are promotive of peace and harmony.  (4)  All true
endowments of the Spirit lead to humility and docility of temper.  (5)  Any gift
sought after for its own sake or for self-glory is a delusion and snare.  (6)  All
undue human influence is inconsistent with the supremacy of the Spirit of God. 
(7)  What has a divisive and centrifugal tendency is open to gravest suspicion.  (8) 
We need to be always on the alert to detect satanic disguise and counterfeits.61
His second editorial on speaking in tongues appeared two months later, conveying
a more moderate tone towards Pentecostalism.  By this time Pierson had changed his
views so as to admit some instances of glossolalia were indeed being interpreted, saying,  
Some who have been observers have pronounced all these manifestations
spurious; but every case must be judged by itself. . . . Where the gift of tongues
has been attended with interpretation, this was the burden of the message: ‘the        
place on which you stand is holy ground, for God is in our midst!  Be ye clean that
bear the vessels of the Lord!  Be ready for the speedy coming of our Lord!’62
Pierson continued by arguing that Pentecostals were too subjective in their beliefs and
prone to excessive emotionalism.  He thought they had become too entangled in seeking    
            59A. T. Pierson, “Speaking With Tongues,” Missionary Review of the World 30 (July 1907):
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spiritual manifestations at the expense of upholding Christ as the main focus of Christian
faith.63      
Reuben Archer Torrey was a younger member of the Northfield Theology group,
born on 28 January 1856, in Hoboken, New Jersey.  He completed his undergraduate
degree at Yale in 1875, earning a seminary degree from Yale Divinity School in 1875. 
Torrey was credentialed as a Congregational minister, joining Moody’s ministry in
Chicago a few years later and filling the pastorate of the Chicago Avenue Church.  He
served as the first dean of Moody’s Chicago Bible Institute.  While superintendent at the
institute, his volume How to Bring Men to Christ was published in 1893.  As the title
suggested, it focused upon practical information and advice for engaging in successful
personal evangelism.64  Along with the other Northfield theologians, Torrey accepted the
doctrine of freewill.  Speaking in reference to Romans 10:13, he said, “Any one, no
matter who or what he is, who will ‘call upon the name of the Lord shall be saved.’ ”65  
Torrey freely embraced the phrase baptism of the Holy Spirit, considering it a
recognizable and distinct operation of the Holy Spirit, separate from conversion.  He
flatly denied its purpose concerned cleansing believers from sin.  Rather, it was given to
enable Christians for effective service and witnessing to the unconverted.  He explained,
“It is indeed accompanied with a great moral and spiritual uplifting and pre-supposes, as
we shall see, an entire surrender of will to Christ, but its primary and immediate purpose
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is fitting for service.”66  For Torrey, this meant an anointing of power for whatever calling
or gift God wanted to give an individual.  For example, an evangelist’s ministry would
experience special results in reaching the unconverted, with teachers experiencing an
anointing for understanding and communicating the Word of God.  Torrey taught the    
need for Christians to frequently experience the baptism of the Holy Spirit, as it was
never intended to be a one-time occurrence.67
Torrey published The Baptism of the Holy Spirit in 1895, responding to Moody’s
frequent suggestion that he write a comprehensive theology on the subject.68  The
Methodist Review took considerable exception to his claim that the baptism of the Holy
Spirit was not for cleansing of sin or eradicating the old sinful nature, declaring, “Such a
sentiment will be voted nothing short of heresy, as judged by the standards which
generally obtain.”69  Despite this castigating remark, most of the volume was seen as
commendable. It further stated, “Yet there is much in this little treatise which is true,
sweet, and winsome.”70  The Methodist Review’s response to Torrey exemplified
theological tension between quasi-Pentecostals and the Holiness faction within Wesleyan
thought.  Both groups believed the baptism of the Holy Spirit was available to all
Christians in modern times, simply differing concerning its purpose.  Quasi-Pentecostals
            66Ibid., 106.
            67Ibid., 106-11, 121.
            68Reuben Archer Torrey, The Baptism of the Holy Spirit  (Chicago: Revell, 1895), 4; Blumhofer,1:
53.
            69“A Review of: The Baptism in the Holy Spirit,” Methodist Review  77 (November 1895): 1000
(Ann Arbor: University Microfilms, n.d.), microfilm, APS II, reel 1103.
            70“A Review of: The Baptism in the Holy Spirit,” Methodist Review, 1000.
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believed its primary purpose was anointing for service.  Wesleyans, influenced by John
Wesley’s conception of a perfect heart, held it was for cleansing the remnants of sin left
over from the conversion experience.   
The Presbyterian and Reformed Review’s evaluation of Torrey’s volume
demonstrated more tact than the Methodist Review in disagreeing with him, stating,
This little volume contains so much that is edifying that it is not agreeable to
criticize it, yet we are constrained to say that its chief contention is not tenable . . .
to hold that at some particular time [the Holy Spirit’s power] may come to them in
such overpowering fullness that they are immediately aware of the influx seems to
us warranted neither by Scripture nor by valid experience.71    
As with Wesleyans, there was a fundamental theological difference between
quasi-Pentecostals and more traditional Calvinists.  The latter refused to accept a special
anointing of the Holy Spirit apart from the conversion experience.  This was probably
rooted in their Calvinistic tenet placing so much importance upon a complete and finished
work of salvation at the moment of conversion.  To accept there was something lacking
during conversion would weaken their central doctrine. 
Torrey’s most comprehensive work on the Holy Spirit, The Person and Work of
the Holy Spirit, was published in 1910.  In giving further delineation than his previous
works, he believed the early church witnessed occurrences of the baptism of the Holy
Spirit as a normal part of the Christian experience.  He lamented over why so many in the
modern church did not experience this, because “the church is not in a normal condition
to-day.”72  In reaction to distinctions of emerging Pentecostalism, Torrey warned against
            71Talbot W. Chamrers, “A Review of: The Baptism of the Holy Spirit,” The Presbyterian and
Reformed Review  6  (1985): 789-90.
            72Reuben Archer Torrey, The Person and Work of the Holy Spirit  (n.p., 1910; repr., Grand
Rapids: Zondervan, 1968), 177. 
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seeking the baptism of the Holy Spirit simply to gain an ecstatic experience.  The baptism
of the Holy Spirit was for the anointing of power,  not feelings or emotions.  Concerning
glossolalia, Torrey denied the growing doctrinal trend within Pentecostalism that
everyone who received the baptism of the Holy Spirit would speak in tongues.  Rather, he
argued that any of the Spirit’s gifts could be manifested.  Also, since glossolalia was the
least of the gifts, it should not actively be sought.73 
Albert Benjamin Simpson was in a sense one link between Northfield Theology
and the non-Wesleyan branch of Pentecostalism.  He was born in Canada on Prince
Edward Island, 15 December 1844, with his family moving to Chatham, Ontario in 1847. 
He secured an education at Toronto University and Knox College, before beginning his
ministry as a Presbyterian.  During the summer of 1865, Simpson served as a home-
missionary to Hastie in the Canadian synod.  By September, he responded to an invitation
of the large Knox’s Church in Hamilton and was ordained and installed as pastor on 12
October.  He accepted the pastorate of Chestnut Presbyterian Church in Louisville,
Kentucky in 1874, serving until 1879, then moving to New York, where he served at the
13th Street Presbyterian Church in 1880, leaving the following year to engage in broader
evangelistic  ministry.  Simpson founded and edited The Gospel in All Lands for
promoting Higher Life and missions principles, from February 1880 issue until the end of 
            73Torrey,  Person and Work of the Holy Spirit, 182, 184-95.
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1881.  He continued these efforts through Living Truths, published from July 1902 until
1919.74  
In an effort to spur domestic propagation of Higher Life and quasi-Pentecostal
views, he organized the Christian Alliance in the summer of 1887.  For similar reasons,
the International Missionary Alliance was created in 1889, with the two organizations
merging into the Christian and Missionary Alliance during 1897.  Simpson was elected
     74Christian And Missionary Alliance, “Christian and Missionary Alliance Timeline,” Christian and
Missionary Alliance, http://www.cmalliance.org/resources/archives/timeline (Accessed July 29, 2010);
“Albert B. Simpson,” Who’s Who in New York City and State (New York, L. R. Hamersly, 1905), 824,
digital facsimile, in Google Books, http://books.google.com/books?id=IVEYAAAAMAAJ&pg=PP11&dq=
Who%E2%80%99s+Who+in+New+York+City+and+State+(New+York,+L.+R.+Hamersly,+1905)&hl=en
&ei=qWekTeaLKa6L0QGC2PXRBA&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=1&ved=0CC4Q6AEwA
A#v=onepage&q&f=false (accessed July 27, 2010); “Meeting of the Missions Committee,” The Home and
Foreign Record of the Canada Presbyterian Church 4, no. 8 (May 1865): 220-21, digital facsimile, in
Google Books, http://books. google.com/books?id=ZYQU AAAAYAAJ&pg=PA164-IA2&dq=Meeting+
of+the+Missions+Committee, %22+The+Home+and+ Foreign+Record+of+the+Canada+Presbyterian+
Church+4,+May+1865)&hl=en& ei=1md1TZGzLcW_tgfn-9mLBg&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&
resnum=1&ved=0CCgQ6AEwAA#v=onepage&q&f=false (accessed July 27, 2010); “Home Ecclesiastical
Intelligence,” The Home and Foreign Record of the Canada Presbyterian Church 4, no. 11 (September,
1865): 344, digital facsimile, in Google Books, http://books.google.com/books?id=ZYQUAAAAYAAJ&
pg=PA164-IA2& dq=AewAAng+of+the+ Missions+Committee,%22+The+Home+and+Foreign+Record+
of+the+Canada+Presbyterian+Church+4,+May+1865)&hl=en&ei=1md1TZGzLcW_tgfn-9mLBg&sa=X&o
i=book_result&ct=result&resnum=1&ved=0CCgQ6AEwAA#v=onepage&q&f=false (accessed July 27,
2010); “Home Ecclesiastical Intelligence,” The Home and Foreign Record of the Canada Presbyterian




(accessed July 27, 2010);  “Answers to Correspondents,” The Gospel in All Lands 3, no. 3 (March 1881):
146, digital facsimile, in Alliance Periodicals, http://www.cmalliance.org/resources/archives/downloads/
gospel-in-all-lands/gospel-in-all- lands-1881-03.pdf (accessed July 27, 2010); Christian and Missionary
Alliance, “The Gospel in All the Lands,” Alliance Periodicals, http://www.cmalliance.org/resources/
archives/gospel-in-all-lands (accessed July 27, 2010); [Albert Barnes Simpson], “Living Truths,” Living
Truths 1, no. 1 (July 1902): 48, digital facsimile, in Alliance Periodicals, http://www. cmalliance.org/
resources/archives/downloads/living-truths/living-truths-1902-07. pdf (accessed July 27, 2010); Christian
and Missionary Alliance, “Living Truths,” Alliance Periodicals, http://www.cmalliance. org/resources/
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general superintendent and president, using the Alliance Weekly as its official  organ.75 
He said this was “for the purpose of uniting in Christian fellowship and testimony in a
purely fraternal Alliance the large number of consecrated Christians in the various
evangelical churches who believe in the Lord Jesus as Saviour, Sanctifier, Healer, and
Coming Lord.”76  Simpson published several volumes dealing with these views during his
ministry, including Walking in the Spirit, A Larger Christian Life and The Holy Spirit. 
While he shared many views with Northfield Theology, Simpson later went beyond it,
becoming more comfortable in accepting the validity of testimonies concerning
manifestations of healing through divine intervention and speaking in tongues.  
The founding of his evangelistic fellowship, the Christian and Missionary
Alliance, resulted in institutionalizing the doctrine of divine healing and belief in spiritual
gifts.  Still, neither he nor this group accepted speaking in tongues as the initial physical
evidence of receiving the baptism in the Holy Spirit.  He more directly contributed to the
formation of the Assemblies of God than those within Northfield Theology, in a sense
functioning as a bridge between the two.  Simpson indirectly exerted a measure of
influence on the Assemblies of God in their adoption of a non-Wesleyan character, since
his writings and the Christian and Missionary Alliance were free will in perspective.  
     75A. E. Thompson, The Life of A. B. Simpson (New York: Christian Alliance Publishing Company:
1920), 128-32, digital facsimile, in Google Books, http://books.google.com/books?id=UyMqAAAAYAAJ
& printsec= frontcover&dq=life+of+a.+b.+simpson&hl=en&ei=YHh1TcObAoyCtgfc4bGYBg&sa=X&oi=
book_result&ct=result&resnum=1&ved=0CDMQ6AEwAA#v=onepage&q&f=false (accessed July 26,
2010).
     76Thompson, The Life of A. B. Simpson, 128.
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Also, some CMA ministers joined  the Assemblies of God during its formative years,
adding their perspectives to the theological mixture.77  
Some aspects of Northfield Theology helped emphasize its other positions.  For
instance, the doctrine of free will placed a heavy responsibility upon the church for
carrying the gospel message to those who had not yet heard.  This resulted in adoption of
a very strong emphasis on evangelization at home and abroad.  The ministries of these
men certainly demonstrated possession of deep evangelistic fervor.  This emphasis
revealed a need for ministers and laymen to become as effective as possible in their
efforts to gain converts.  Towards this end, they turned to God seeking a special
empowerment for ministry, frequently referred to as the baptism of the Holy Spirit.  The
acceptance of this tenet opened up the possibility for them to also expect manifestations
of other spiritual gifts mentioned in the New Testament.
With the exception of Moody, they all believed the doctrine of divine healing
should be openly taught.  However, he did not allow this as part of the agenda at
Northfield Conferences due to its controversial nature.78  Neither did any members of
Northfield Theology promote glossolalia.  Also, there was no evidence that any of the
group ever deviated from belief in perseverance of the saints.  In combination with their
view of progressive sanctification, this last tenet helped prevent formation of a true
alliance with Wesleyans in the holiness camp.  At best, they could speak about those doc-
trines held in common, cheering each other on in them.
            77A. B. Simpson, Walking in the Spirit, The Holy Spirit in Christian Experience (Harrisburg,
Pennsylvania: Christian Publications, n.d.); A. B. Simpson, A Larger Christian Life (New York: Christian
Alliance Publishing, 1890); A. B. Simpson, The Holy Spirit (Harrisburg, Pennsylvania: Christian
Publications, n.d.); Menzies, 126; Blumhofer, 1: 121-23.
            78Russell, Adoniram Judson Gordon, 75;  Blumhofer, 1: 56.
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Northfield theologians’ application of Christian faith was seen in their innovations
and ministry regarding social problems.  Moody’s mass evangelism techniques were
refined, used in America and on mission fields.  The Bible institute was introduced to fill
a gap left by traditional ministerial training institutions of the day.  Moreover, it created a
means for preparing laymen desiring involvement in the evangelical missionary vision. 
The preparatory schools provided practical education, so at least some from lower ranks
of American society could find gainful employment.  In providing food and clothing for
the destitute, Christ’s commission was also obeyed.  While salvation of souls was their
main concern, and although a comprehensive reform of society was not attempted, the
men of Northfield Theology did direct part of their energies towards solving social ills.      
As with the leadership of any developing movement, the members of Northfield
Theology enjoyed prominent positions.  Although their views were not entirely original, 
publication of their sermons and systematic theologies not only provided a clear
exposition of quasi-Pentecostalism, but gave expression for many individuals with similar
views but which history has not given particular notice.  Northfield Theology was
representative of a new direction for a segment of American modified Calvinism.  As the
movement continued to unfold, some stayed within the confines of traditional church
structures, while others splintered-off into loose associations of quasi-Pentecostals.  On
the other hand, another modified Calvinistic segment, as represented by Simpson’s
Christian and Missionary Alliance, went beyond the pneumatological reservations of 
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Northfield Theology to a short step away from becoming a non-Wesleyan branch of
Pentecostalism, as seen in the formation of the Assemblies of God in 1914.79
     79Menzies, 97-105.
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Chapter 9
Before the Assemblies of God
America experienced a transformation of its society in its antebellum years
through the end of the nineteenth century.  Rapid urbanization was fueled by immigration
and migration from rural settings, providing required labor for growing industrialization
and creating labor disputes.  As characterized by the church historian William Menzies,
this was also a time marked by declining morality in the face of rising church attendance. 
American Protestantism was theologically shaken, predominantly by influences of
evolutionary theory and higher Biblical criticism.1  The Social Gospel arose from this
milieu, striving to correct societal ills through education and other direct social
interventions at the expense of preaching the traditional message of personal salvation. 
This created a backlash from those opposed to these threats from modernism, fueling
creation of the Fundamentalist and Holiness camps.  Fundamentalism sprang from
Princeton Theology, espousing inspiration and inerrancy of scripture, with Holiness
groups primarily growing out of John Wesley’s Methodism.  Fundamentalism and
Holiness thought sought to eschew modernism, seeking restoration of traditional faith and
practice to the church.2         
Pentecostalism developed during these turbulent years, comprised of Wesleyan
and non-Wesleyan camps.  Wesleyans believed Christians were cleansed of outward sin
     1Higher criticism sought to analyze the Bible as simply a work of literature, rejecting belief in its
supernatural nature.  It called into question many beliefs held sacred for centuries.  For example, Moses’
authorship of the first five books of the Bible was often rejected in favor of multiple authorship, based upon
subjective interpretation of internal documentary evidence.
     2Menzies, Anointed to Serve, 17-28.  Inerrancy of scripture held that the words of the original
Biblical books contained no errors, as written.     
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at conversion, leaving them with the need for another ministry of God’s grace to sanctify,
or spiritually cleanse them inwardly.  This view of sanctification was often called entire
sanctification or complete sanctification.  Aspects of this were incorporated into Oberlin
Theology, Higher Life doctrine and Holiness thought.  Organizational use of the Holiness
label generally meant its adherents were Wesleyan, though this was not always the case
and has complicated discussion on the topic.  Unlike Oberlin Theology, some Holiness
adherents from Baptist and Presbyterian backgrounds believed God cleansed believers
outwardly and inwardly at conversion.  For these, Holiness teachings involved embracing
a standard of Biblically based moral living substantially above that of average Christians.3 
Other Holiness adherents from Baptist backgrounds sought a baptism of the Holy Spirit
subsequent to conversion for both cleansing from sin and empowering Christian service. 
With the coming of the Pentecostal revival, both Wesleyan and non-Wesleyan views
guided their respective adherents in finding doctrinal positions for placing the baptism of
the Holy Spirit within their overall theologies.4  
The first decade of the twentieth century has generally been recognized as the
beginning of the Pentecostal revival, incipiently precipitated at Charles F. Parham’s
Bethel Bible College in Topeka, Kansas.  In late 1900, a number of students at this
college were given an assignment to study the book of Acts and determine the Biblical
     3Synan, 13-32, 114-16; Mahan, Baptism of the Holy Ghost, 44, 47, 93, 113; Torrey, How to Bring
Men to Christ, 48, 106-11, 121; Torrey, How to Bring Men to Christ, 106; “A Review of: The Baptism in
the Holy Spirit,” Methodist Review, 1000; E. N. Bell, “The Baptism for Clean Believers,” Word and
Witness (20 August 1912): 2, digital facsimile CD ROM, Assemblies of God Publications Pre-WWII
(Springfield, Missouri: Flower Pentecostal Heritage Center, 2006); E. N. Bell, “Editor’s Word About Bro.
Durham,” Word and Witness (20 August 1912): 3, digital facsimile CD ROM, Assemblies of God
Publications Pre-WWII (Springfield, Missouri: Flower Pentecostal Heritage Center, 2006).  
     4Minutes of the First Annual Convocation of the Holiness Baptist Churches of Southwestern
Arkansas, Held with the Church at Sutton Ark., November 6 th, 7 th and 8 th, 1903 (n.p.: n.d.), 2; Red River
Baptist Association 51st Annual Session, 1899 (n.p.: n.d.), 5-6   
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evidence of being baptized in the Holy Spirit, coming to the conclusion that this was
speaking in tongues.  Students then began seeking this baptism through prayer.  One of
the students, Agnes Ozman, was observed speaking in tongues at a school prayer meeting
on 1 January 1901.  A majority of students reported similar experiences within a few
days, with speaking in tongues viewed as evidentiary proof of the baptism in the Holy
Spirit.  Students soon left the college and began evangelistic efforts in several states,
mostly in the West and Southwest.  Parham capitalized on the availability of these young
volunteers to form the Apostolic Faith Movement, though with few results during its first
years.  
In 1905, an African American Holiness minister, William J. Seymour, came into
contact with Apostolic teaching at one of Parham’s short-term Bible schools in Orchard,
Texas, not far from Houston.  However, he did not claim experiencing speaking in
tongues until 12 April 1906, after traveling to Los Angeles and conducting frequent
prayer services in search of the Spirit’s baptism.  He then moved his ministry to a
building on Azusa street, promoting this experience to others.  As testimonies of people
being filled, or baptized, with the Holy Spirit and speaking in tongues spread across the
nation, individuals interested in this came from several different denominational
backgrounds to Los Angeles.  Many claimed receiving this for themselves, often
returning home and teaching about this experience in their part of the nation.  G. B.
Cashwell successfully promoted Pentecostalism in the Southeast.  Some ministers, like
Cashwell, were very influential with ministers in their own regions, resulting in many
pastors and church leaders accepting this doctrine.  1906 marked an important turning 
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point for the Pentecostal movement, since it began expanding at a rapid pace and gained
widespread attention.5 
Acceptance of Pentecostal doctrine and practices certainly affected the ministers
and churches involved, as pastors often resigned affiliation with traditional
denominations and established new Pentecostal churches.  Others were able to gain
acceptance for Pentecostal views in existing churches, resulting in entire congregations
leaving longstanding denominational affiliation.  This same pattern also occurred on a
denominational scale.  For example, although the Pentecostal Holiness Church began as a
Wesleyan Holiness fellowship, it became Pentecostal in 1907, following its ministers
accepting the Pentecostal experience.  A similar pattern of events occurred with the
Church of God, based in Tennessee.  
On the other hand, Charles H. Mason’s Church of God in Christ split over the
baptism of the Holy Spirit and speaking in tongues.  This predominantly African
American fellowship was founded in the late nineteenth century as a Holiness
denomination of Wesleyan origin, believing complete sanctification was the baptism of
the Holy Spirit.  Many of their ministers claimed the Pentecostal experience following the
the Los Angeles revival in 1906.  However, because so many in their fellowship did not
accept this new doctrine, a schism developed.  Mason sought to remedy this in the latter
part of 1907, issuing a call for those accepting Pentecostalism to attend a meeting in
     5Joseph Roswell Flower, “Lecture Notes from Church Orientation,” Central Bible Institute, 1950,
10-11. Flower occupied a unique position by becoming a national leader from the beginning of the
Assemblies of God while fairly young and living a long life.  His lecture notes provided a firsthand account
from an insider, in many details; Ethel Goss, Winds of God: The Story of the Early Pentecostal Movement
(1901-1914) in the Life of Howard A. Goss (Hazelwood, Missouri: Word Aflame Press, rev. ed., 1977),
204.  This volume was originally published in 1958, based upon the memories of Ethel Goss (Howard
Goss’ wife), as well as Howard Goss’ dairy.
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Memphis, Tennessee.  This resulted in formally splitting their denomination and forming 
a new Wesleyan Pentecostal denomination.  They still held to entire sanctification
following conversion, but added the baptism of the Holy Spirit and speaking in tongues to
their doctrine.6          
In the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, there were a number of Baptist
groups in America existing solely as regional associations.  The North Carolina based
Free Will Baptists were one of these groups, not forming a national conference until
1935.  Some Baptist associations came to accept Holiness or quasi-Pentecostal tenets. 
William Jethro Walthall became a leader of such a fellowship in Arkansas, referring to
themselves as Holiness Baptists.  Walthall, born 9 March 1858, was orphaned at seven,
when his father died  as a military prisoner during the Civil War, followed by his
mother’s death later.  Living in a rural area devastated by war, he was reared by his
widowed grandmother.  Walthall received no Christian instruction at home during his
childhood years, with the household Bible unused and esteemed a relic.  He attested to
experiencing conviction for his sins while on his way to a Methodist meeting at the age of
nineteen, prompting an awareness of his spiritual needs.  However, he came short of
confessing saving faith publicly, as fears of failure filled his mind.  
Walthall believed that he needed to change his manner of living and truly embrace
Christianity for two more years, despite efforts to push such thoughts aside through
worldly pleasures.  Another Methodist meeting was held in his vicinity during his
honeymoon.  On 3 September 1879, he attended its services seeking spiritual relief,
     6Flower, “Lecture Notes,”11-15; Synan, 136-37; Stanley M. Horton, The Pentecostal Movement:
Past, Present & Future. Lectures By Stanley M. Horton, Th.D.  Presented on the Occasion of the 2nd
Annual Pentecostal Lectureship, February 15-18, 1994, Asia Pacific Theological Seminary, Baguio City,
Philippines (n. p. : n. d.), 5.
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finally confessing a removal of sin’s burden.  However, he still felt anxious for an
experience to help him live consistently as a Christian, prompting him to continue in the
after-service prayer time.  Although never hearing it referred to as such until later, Jethro
gave testimony to experiencing being filled with the Holy Spirit, based on his
understanding of the early church’s experience in Acts 2.7  He declared, “I was so caught
away in the Spirit that I was entirely oblivious to my environment.  What I did during my
enraptured flight I have never known.”8 
Walthall joined the Missionary Baptists and later became one of their ministers,
after resisting his ministerial call for five years.  However, he was not really satisfied with
Baptist teaching, since he felt it did not measure up to his own spiritual experiences.  He
generally found reading Baptist authors prejudiced him against belief in the possibility of
spiritual manifestations.  Walthall appeared in the 1892 annual Minutes of Union Baptist
Association, in southwestern Arkansas, preaching their introductory sermon and being
appointed to their foreign missions committee.  He was listed as an ordained minister
living in Bluff City as pastor of Shady Grove Church.  This was one of the three largest
churches in the association, having about a hundred members.  In 1895 Walthall resided
     7Davidson, Free Will Baptists, 251, 275-292; “A Faithful Minister of Christ,” Pentecostal Evangel
(18 July 1931): 3, digital facsimile CD ROM, Pentecostal Evangel Interactive, 1927-31 (Springfield,
Missouri: Flower Pentecostal Heritage Center, 2000); William Jethro Walthall, “Baptized in the Spirit Fifty
Years Ago,” Pentecostal Evangel (9 May 1931): 6, digital facsimile CD ROM, Pentecostal Evangel
Interactive, 1913-21 (Springfield, Missouri: Flower Pentecostal Heritage Center, 2000); J. W. Welch,
“Article III-The Experience of W. Jethro Walthall,” Pentecostal Evangel (6 May 1916): 4, digital facsimile
CD ROM, Pentecostal Evangel Interactive, 1913-21 (Springfield, Missouri: Flower Pentecostal Heritage
Center, 2000); W. Jethro Walthall, “Letter from a Brother Minister,” Pentecostal Evangel (1 April 1916),
digital facsimile CD ROM, Pentecostal Evangel Interactive, 1913-21 (Springfield, Missouri: Flower
Pentecostal Heritage Center, 2000), 8; See Glenn Gohr, “William Jethro Walthall and the Holiness Baptist
Churches of Southwestern Arkansas,” Assemblies of God Heritage 12, no. 3 (Fall 1992):19-20; Glenn
Gohr,  “William Jethro Walthall and the Holiness Baptist Churches of Southwestern Arkansas Uniting with
the Assemblies of God,” Assemblies of God Heritage 2, no.4 (Winter 1992): 16-19, 30-31. 
     8Synan, 78-79, 82;  Walthall, “Baptized in the Spirit Fifty Years Ago,” 6.   
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in Stephens, Arkansas, while pastoring Buena Vista Church, a congregation of forty.  
During the annual associational meeting that year, he served as chairmen of both the
temperance committee and special committee on spiritual life.9  
In giving the report from the latter committee, Walthall referred to the fruits of the
Spirit discussed in Galatians 5, before going on to say, 
Your Committee infers from the above Scripture that if the Holy Spirit has free
access to and an unhindered control of an individual, he will exhibit the above
fruits in such an one’s life; hence, by such fruit-bearing we are to determine the
lives wherein the Holy Spirit has full right-of-way and exercises dominant power. 
But, dear brethren, when we see such indifferent living, feeble faith and disruption
of the peace and so much confusion between Churches and pastors about salaries,
and so much personal preference exercised in the selection of pastors and the
execution of discipline, we are forced to the conclusion that we are below the
spiritual standard.  We insist that to lead our people to that privileged spiritual
development is to fill them with the spirit of missions, Christian education,
temperance and a consecrated living.  We are confident that the remedy is for
pastors and people to tarry at the foot of the cross until self is crucified and the
Holy Spirit enthroned as sole ruler of both pulpit and pew.10 
The report was adopted as read without any comments from the association body.  This
report was in a measure indicative of Walthall’s differences with Baptist views, or at least
practices.  His bluntness demonstrated that he did not mind expressing views critical of
clergy, nor concerned about backlash from his peers.
In 1895 Walthall’s beliefs and ministry underwent some changes, with arrival of
the Holiness revival to Arkansas, as he explained, “It approximated my ideal more nearly
     9“William Jethro Walthall’s Assemblies of God Ordination Application,” 1917, from William
Jethro Walthall Collection, Flower Pentecostal Heritage Center, Springfield, Missouri; Walthall, “Baptized
in the Spirit Fifty Years Ago,” 6;  Walthall, “Letter from a Brother Minister,” 8; Minutes of the Twenty-
First Annual Session of the Union Baptist Association, Held at Macedonia Church, Hempstead County,
Ark. October 1, 2 and 3, 1892, A.D. (N.p., nd), i, 1-5; Minutes of the Forty-Third Annual Session of
Columbia Baptist Association, Held with Buckner Baptist Church, Columbia County, Ark., on October 12,
13 and 14, 1895 (Little Rock: The Baptist Print, 1895), i, 3, 5-6, 11-12, 16-17.
     10Minutes of the Forty-Third Annual Session of Columbia Baptist Association, 11-12.
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than anything else, but I could never accept its theory of sanctification; nor could I accept
its abridgement of the supernatural. . . . The light of the full Gospel ministry began at this
time to dawn upon me, and I had the courage to preach it.”11  The Holiness movement
held standards of Christian living more stringent than typical Baptists, which Walthall
appreciated.  Though Holiness doctrine provided the catalyst for his departure from
regular Baptists, he rejected their belief in sanctification as an experience subsequent to
conversion, as well as their lack of openness to supernatural manifestations.  
When Walthall began preaching Holiness tenets with which he agreed, his Baptist
acquaintances expelled him from Baptist ministry and ostracized his family.  Those
choosing to accept his teachings were removed from Baptist membership rolls.  The
church at Piney Grove was similarly dismissed from the Missionary Baptist Association
in 1898, though this did not prevent its membership from experiencing marked growth by
1903.  The Red River Baptist Association reiterated these actions in 1899, branding these
former Baptists as heretics for embracing Holiness doctrine and belief in divine healing.12 
Despite his rejection by Baptists, Walthall said, “The revival spirit was so great, and
fellowship was so free in this church, that others of the kind began to spring up here and
there, and soon an annual convocation was inaugurated.”13  
These Holiness Baptists continued in an unorganized state until 1903.  Two other
holiness groups in the southwestern corner of Arkansas, the Independent Holiness Church
     11Welch, “The Experience of W. Jethro Walthall,” 4.
     12Jernigan, Pioneer Days of the Holiness Movement, 34-35, 122; Welch, “Experience of W. Jethro
Walthall,” 4; Minutes of the First Annual Convocation of the Holiness Baptist Churches of Southeastern
Arkansas, 16-17.
     13Welch, “Experience of Walthall,” 4.
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and Church of Christ, negotiated with Holiness Baptists that year in an attempt to unite
into one fellowship.  Holiness Baptists insisted baptism be administered only by
immersion, while the Church of Christ would not budge from their practice of pouring
water on baptismal candidates.  The Church of Christ then united with the Independent
Holiness Church, leaving Holiness Baptists to go their own way.  The latter met in
Sutton, Arkansas during early November 1903, organizing a strongly congregationally
structured fellowship.  Their association initially included six ministers and four
churches, one in the Indian Territory.  Walthall did not particularly like their name,
Holiness Baptists, as it was not truly descriptive of their views.  They were neither part of
the Holiness Church nor Baptists.  Still, their Articles of Agreement were typically
Baptist in composition.  
However, article XII provided for women and men to serve as evangelists on
equal terms of service, a practice later observed by Pentecostals.  Over two years before
the beginning of the Pentecostal revival in 1906, Holiness Baptists were believing and
seeking a modern outpouring of spiritual gifts and manifestations as described in the New
Testament.14  Three of their articles of faith were nearly Pentecostal in composition,
stating,
VI.  The baptism of the Holy Spirit is that overwhelming power of the Spirit,
by which the child of God is freed from the dominion of sin and fully set apart to
His service; It includes: Sealing--stability and security, Anointing--Empowering
for life and service.  Sanctification--making holy and devoting to holy service,
Adoption--the Divine adjustment of the unredeemed animal powers.
VII.  Spiritual; gifts in the church, is a promise co-extensive with the Gospel
dispensation, and are imparted to, and divided among believers, according to the
will and pleasure of the indwelling Holy Spirit.
     14Jernigan, 122-23; Minutes of the First Annual Convocation of the Holiness Baptist Churches, 1-
5; Welch, “Experience of Walthall,” 4.
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VIII.  Supernatural manifestations of the Spirit incidently attend the faithful
proclamation of the Gospel in its fullness, and the maintenance of the true
standard of Christian life and fellowship.15  
Holiness Baptists expressed views of the Holy Spirit’s modern ministry
reminiscent of Asa Mahan, as seen in his The Baptism of the Holy Ghost, since he taught
the availability of some spiritual gifts such as prophecy.  There was greater similarity with
R. A. Torrey’s views in How to Bring Men to Christ published in 1893, where he spoke
of a distinct post-conversion spiritual experience enabling Christians to better conduct
their ministries.  In his 1895 volume, The Baptism of the Holy Ghost, Torrey argued that
the baptism of the Holy Spirit was for ministerial empowerment and not for a complete
eradication of the old sinful nature, as believed by most Holiness groups.  The Holiness
Baptists’ Articles of Agreement reflected no Calvinistic elements, in line with General
Baptists and Free Will Baptists.16
Walthall later came into contact with the newly formed Assemblies of God,
conveying his testimony to the editors of their official organ, the Weekly Evangel, in
1916.  He communicated his awareness of the Holiness revival affecting Baptists in
Greenville, South Carolina during 1894 and 1895.  Robert Singleton, a prominent Baptist
pastor, was excommunicated for his involvement with the movement, prompting him to
form Parish Mountain Holiness Baptist Church.  In 1905, a year before the Azusa Street
revival, several in Singleton’s congregation spoke in tongues, although it was not until
1911 that speaking in tongues and other manifestations became widespread.  The
     15Minutes of the First Annual Convocation of the Holiness Baptist Churches, 5-6.
     16Mahan, Baptism of the Holy Ghost, 44, 47, 93, 113; Torrey, How to Bring Men to Christ , 48,
106-11, 121; Torrey, Baptism of the Holy Spirit;  “Review: Baptism in the Holy Spirit,” 1000.
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formation of another Holiness Baptist group in Georgia was the third to develop nearly
simultaneously, all without knowing of the others until a few years afterward.  However,
not all Baptist groups accepting Pentecostalism were non-Wesleyan, as was seen with the
Pentecostal Free Will Baptist Church in North Carolina.  They formed from a small
collection of Free Will Baptist congregations accepting Wesleyan sanctification in 1855.
In 1907, their conference became Pentecostal by accepting speaking in tongues as
evidence of the baptism in the Holy Spirit, but retained belief in Wesleyan
sanctification.17
There were a number of instances reported of speaking in tongues manifested
prior to 1901.  J. R. Haggard was a Baptist preacher ministering in McMinnville,
Tennessee in the late eighteenth century.  His daughter reported the manifestation of
speaking in tongues by both her father and mother, as early as 1877.  However, he never
sought to teach speaking in tongues as part of what became known as Pentecostal
doctrine.  His preaching on divine healing was followed by testimonies of individuals
receiving healing inexplicable by natural means.  Another outbreak of speaking in
tongues occurred under the ministry of William F. Bryant during 1896 in Cherokee 
County, Tennessee.  Local reaction to this was extremely negative, resulting in opponents
of this practice rioting and burning five church buildings.18  
     17Welch, “Experience of Walthall,” 4-5; Stanley M. Burgess and Gary B. McGee, eds.  
Dictionary of Pentecostal and Charismatic Movements, s.v. “Pentecostal Free Will Baptist Church,”
(Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1988).
     18Sarah Haggard Payne, “Forty Years Ago in the Cumberland Mountains: The Outpouring of the
Spirit with Tongues No New Thing,” Weekly Evangel no. 177 (17 February 1917): 2-3, digital facsimile CD
ROM, Pentecostal Evangel Interactive, 1913-21 (Springfield, Missouri: Flower Pentecostal Heritage
Center, 2000); Flower, “Lecture Notes,” 12; Menzies, 29-33; Blumhoffer, 1: 34-36.
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Clara Daisy Sanford Fisher also gave testimony to early manifestations of
speaking in tongues.  She was the grandmother of one of the most highly regarded
Assemblies of God scholars and educators of the twentieth century, Stanley M. Horton. 
Clara was born during 1866, in Homer, New York.  Her father, Heman Howes Sanford,
taught Latin and Greek at Syracuse University and was an ordained Baptist minister. 
While still a teenager, she became involved in the interdenominational Christian
Endeavor societies, becoming president of New York’s state organization.  Sanford
became acquainted with A. B. Simpson while in New York on society business and
visited his church services.  She also engaged speaking tours with the Chautaugua Circuit,
a grouping of religious and cultural venues around Lake Chautauqua using a camp
meeting format in New York, initiated in 1874.  About 1880, she responded to an
invitation to speak to a women’s group meeting at a Baptist Church in Erie, Pennsylvania. 
Following a time in prayer before speaking, Sanford rose to address the congregation,
whereupon she began speaking in tongues.  She did not know how to fit this experience 
within her own theological framework, knowing only she felt blessed.  Although she kept 
this to herself for several years, Clara continued speaking in tongues during times of
private prayer.19
Clara Sanford attended Moody Bible Institute for a time, seeking a better
understanding of the Bible.  She recalled D. L. Moody and R. A. Torrey praying
     19Flower, “Lecture Notes,” 12; Lois E. Olena, “Stanley M. Horton: A Pentecostal Journey,”
Assemblies of God Heritage (Annual Edition 2009): 5, digital facsimile, in Flower Pentecostal Hertitage
Center, http://ifphc.org/ pdf/Hertiage/2009.pdf  (accessed August 12, 2010); Lois E. Olena and Raymond L.
Gannon, Stanley M. Horton Shaper of Pentecostal Theology (Springfield, Missouri: Gospel Publishing
House, 2009), 23-24; Horton, The Pentecostal Movement: Past, Present & Future, 4; R. B. Tozier, “A
Short Life-History of the Chautauqua” The American Journal of Sociology 40, no. 1 (July 1934): 69, digital
facsimile, in American Journal of Sociology, http://www.jstor.org/pss/2768454 (accessed August 16, 2010).
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especially for their pupils to experience the Spirit’s anointing upon their ministries.  They
“lined up the students, walked behind them, and laid hands on each one, saying as they
did so, ‘Receive ye the Holy Ghost.’ ”20  Elmer Kirk Fisher from Medina, Ohio was also a
student at Moody’s Institute, with R. A. Torrey serving as his teacher.  Sanford met Fisher
while playing an organ at one of Moody’s outreach venues for the World’s Columbian
Exposition in 1893, where he was serving as the student preacher.  The couple married
not long after their encounter.  Fisher moved on to pastor First Baptist Church in
Glendale, California, following a short pastoral stint in Camarillo.  While in Glendale, he
began preaching a series on the Holy Spirit’s power in 1906, prompted by Torrey’s works
on the topic.  The deacons at First Baptist did not believe the sermons served the
congregation well and asked him to speak on different matters.  Fisher resigned and
searched for something he felt was missing in his understanding of the Holy Spirit.21  
Following Easter Sunday that year, Fisher heard the testimony of some women in
Los Angeles who said they had been baptized with the Holy Spirit in the manner recorded
in Acts 2:4.  This prompted Fisher to believe the evidence of the Holy Spirit’s baptism
was speaking in tongues.  He shortly gave witness to this experience, as did a number of
his acquaintances.  The Fishers attended a service at the Azusa Street Mission soon after
this.  Upon entering the mission and hearing people speaking in tongues, “she said, ‘I
already have this!’ They said, ‘You couldn’t have.  You are a Baptist!’ ”22 The mission’s
personnel said this because of their incorporation of the baptism in the Holy Spirit and
     20Horton, Pentecostal Movement, 5.
     21Ibid., 4-5.
     22Ibid., 5.
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speaking in tongues into their Holiness beliefs, adhering to a three-step process for
spiritual baptism.  They believed one must be first saved, then sanctified and finally
baptized in the Holy Spirit.  
Since Baptists did not seek a spiritual experience of sanctification following
conversion, the Azusa Street staff assumed it was not possible for her to be Spirit
baptized.  Still, she knelt to pray and began speaking in tongues shortly thereafter.  At this
same service, the Fishers’ eleven year old daughter Myrle began praying and also spoke
in tongues, with a woman later saying she heard her speak French.  Myrle  Fisher later
became the mother of Stanley Horton in 1916.  This was the same year that the
Assemblies of God adopted its first authoritative doctrinal declaration, the Statement of
Fundamental Truths.23 
The Fishers continued living and ministering in the Los Angles area, where Elmer
Fisher became pastor of the Upper Room Mission and later pastor of an ethnic Armenian
congregation.  He died in 1919 during the Spanish Flu epidemic.  Although the
Assemblies of God ministerial lists did not indicate Fisher ever held credentials with their
fellowship, his grandson Stanley M. Horton became one of their prominent ministers,
scholars and educators.  Another relative, Wesley Steelberg, later became the General
Superintendent of the Assemblies of God national organization, their highest elected
office.  Clara Fisher’s testimony was important historically because she was an example
of a Pentecostal regularly speaking in tongues before 1900.  Also, the reaction of Azusa
Street Mission’s personnel to her testimony of already having the Pentecostal experience 
     23Ibid.; General Council, Minutes of the General Council, 1916, 1-15.
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before coming there, was indicative of the coming schism between Wesleyan and Non-
Wesleyan Pentecostals.24         
Another minister involved with the Los Angles revival was William H. Durham,
who provided a crucial service to the Pentecostal movement in two ways.  First, he helped
define what was meant by the label Pentecostal.  Second, his views of Pentecostalism’s
spiritual nature assisted in dividing the movement into Wesleyan and non-Wesleyan
camps.  Though not having experienced Christian conversion, he joined a Baptist church
in 1891 at the age of about eighteen.25  Speaking of this occasion, he said, “Therefore my
experience was a great disappointment to me, for I knew that, as a member of the church,
I ought to have an experience; but I had no joy or peace, or knowledge of salvation.”26 
While in Minnesota during 1898, he became convinced of his sinfulness through studying
the Bible, resulting in a gripping conversion.  However, he lamented his lack of
understanding concerning the spiritual steps he should seek after conversion.  After
struggling with this questions for two years, Durham found a measure of spiritual rest by
trusting completely and only in Christ’s vicarious death as the basis for his acceptable
standing with God.27  
In 1901, Durham felt spiritually directed to enter the ministry and accepted the
pastorate of North Avenue Mission in Chicago, focusing his efforts on evangelization. 
     24Horton, Pentecostal Movement, 6-9;  Olena and Gannon, Stanley M. Horton, 23, 40    
     25William H. Durham, “Personal Testimony of Pastor Durham,” Pentecostal Testimony 2, no. 3
([1912] ): 3; Stanley M. Burgess and Gary B. McGee, eds., Dictionary of Pentecostal and Charismatic
Movements, s.v.  “William H. Durham,” (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1988).
     26Durham, “Personal Testimony,” 3.  
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He joyfully accepted news reporting an outpouring of the Holy Spirit in Los Angeles,
during 1906.  The presence of speaking in tongues during that revival did not bother him
theologically, since he had come to believe in the possibility of all spiritual gifts
mentioned in the New Testament occurring in the present.  However, when teachings
surfaced declaring speaking in tongues as evidence of the baptism in the Holy Spirit, he
ardently rejected it.  He changed his position on this later, explaining his initial rejection
on grounds it meant he had not already been baptized himself.  Durham not only believed
in his own baptism up to this point, but had sought to help others have the same
experience.28  He declared, 
The influence of His presence with me was so real and precious, that I really
thought I had received the gift of the Holy Ghost.  My greatest difficulty was in
harmonizing my experience with that in the Acts of the Apostles.  My difficulty
was, I mistook soul rest and peace, and the sweet holy joy of salvation, and the
witness, and influence of the Spirit, for the gift of the Spirit.  O, how many are
making this sad mistake!  I knew my experience did not measure up to the
standard of the Acts of the Apostles, but like all holiness teachers and people, that
I have met, I either kept out of the book of Acts, or confounded the wonderful
outpourings of the Holy Spirit recorded there, with sanctification.  What a sad
mistake.  What could have been more ridiculous than the teaching, that it was
sanctification, or any other work of grace, the Apostles received on the day of
Pentecost?29  
   
Testimonies of the Spirit administering special gifts to people in Chicago, with
manifestations of speaking in tongues, began surfacing in the fall 1906.  Ironically,
several people Durham had worked with for three years, who felt that they had already
received the baptism of the Holy Spirit, were among the first in Chicago testifying to
     28Edith Blumhofer, “The Finished Work of Calvary: William Durham and a Doctrinal
Controversy,” Assemblies of God Heritage (Fall 1983): 9, digital facsimile CD ROM, Assemblies of God
Heritage 1981-2006 (Springfield, Missouri: Flower Pentecostal Heritage Center, 2008); Burgess,
“Durham,” 255; Durham, “Personal Testimony,” 3.  
     29Durham, “Personal Testimony,” 3.  
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being filled with the Spirit and speaking in tongues.  He observed,  
I saw that they were filled with a joy, power and glory, they never had before; that
they had a love for God and souls, they never had before; and when I saw them
stand up, with their faces shining with the light of Heaven, and heard them tell of
the increased love and power, and then heard them speak and sing in tongues, it     
settled the question with me.  I saw and heard for the first time in my life
something that measured up to the teachings of the Book of Acts.30  
Durham gave up his resistance to the doctrine of tongues since he saw convincing
evidence of this accompanying spiritual baptism, thereby becoming an earnest seeker of
this experience himself.  He rejected kneeling in prayer to claim this baptism, convinced
it was necessary to wait before God until he received.  Taking a leave of absence from his
pastoral duties in Chicago, he traveled to Los Angeles to attend the Azusa Street Mission. 
He testified to having powerful spiritual experiences during times of prayer while there,
beginning on 26 February 1907.  These encounters continued until 2 March 1907, when
he exclaimed he was baptized in the Holy Spirit and spoke in tongues.31   
Durham’s theological arguments rejected Wesleyan Pentecostals’ three-step
process of salvation, sanctification and baptism of the Holy Spirit.  He argued for a two-
step process instead, wherein salvation was followed by the baptism in the Holy Spirit,
with no intermediate steps.  This was labeled the “Finished Work of Calvary” doctrine. 
He declared,
The basic truths of the Gospel are that Christ became a substitute for sinners
and died in their stead, and that men are saved by faith in him. . . .
This makes the battle to largely center around the glorious truth of the
“Finished Work of Christ on the Calvary,” which is the most glorious and
powerful truth of the Gospel.  Yea, it is the very center and heart of the Gospel. . . 
When the truth of the ‘Finished Work of Christ’ was first sounded forth
     30Ibid.
     31Ibid., 3-4.    
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through Pentecostal Testimony, a large number saw what a conflict it would
cause. . . . One brother after another was convinced by the Word of God itself. 
Nothing else could have convinced them, as they had the other thing drilled into
them for years, and like myself, well knew that it would mean the loss of
friendship of all who did not see it, and who would still cling to the second work
theory. . . . They would then begin the most careful search of the Scriptures and
after days would be compelled to acknowledge to themselves and others that they  
could not find sanctification taught as a second definite work of grace in the New
Testament, nor anywhere else . . . .
 This does not as we have been taught, mean that we shall be partly saved by
having our outward sins forgiven.  This would not be salvation.  Salvation is an
inward work.  It means a change of heart.  It means a change of nature. . . .
No doubt the second work of grace theory has done more to blind the eyes of
people to the simple truth of the Gospel than any other one theory that was ever
taught.  It has come to thousands of truly saved people declaring that they are not
saved, and that, instead of men coming to Christ and receiving eternal life in
conversion, all they get is pardon of their outward transgressions.  They are told
that when God has pardoned them He left them full of sin and corruption, and that
it requires a second work of grace to save them from hell. . . . God’s Word makes
it plain that when God saves a man He cleanses him.  A saved man is saved no
matter what the theorists say.  He is saved from sin, death and hell, is a real child
of God, possesses eternal life, does not need another work of grace, but needs to
abide in Christ, receive and walk in the Spirit, hold fast the faith, grow in grace
and in the knowledge of God and of Christ.32  
Durham believed true Christians were saved by one work of God’s grace applied
to their lives, conversion through faith in the substitutionary and atoning death of Christ. 
Viewing salvation as an inward spiritual experience, he flatly rejected Wesleyan belief in
the need for a second work of God’s grace where one is internally and spiritually cleansed
from sin.  From his perspective, Wesleyan Pentecostals sought to preserve their belief in
sanctification as a second work of grace by just adding the doctrine of the baptism of the
Holy Spirit, accompanied by speaking in tongues, to their body of theology.  In other
words, prior to the outbreak of the Pentecostal revival in 1906, Wesleyans often referred
to a second work of grace as sanctification, the second blessing or baptism of the Holy
     32William H. Durham, “The Finished Work of Calvary--It Makes Plain the Great Work of
Redemption,” Pentecostal Testimony 2, no. 3 ([1912]): 5-6.  
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Spirit.  With arrival of the Pentecostal movement, Wesleyan Pentecostals still saw
sanctification as needed to prepare Christians for the baptism in the Holy Spirit.  Durham
rejected this, convinced Christians were spiritually cleansed and eligible to be baptized in
the Spirit upon conversion.  This theological tension between       Pentecostals, Wesleyan
and non-Wesleyan, later resulted in the formation of Pentecostal denominations along
these differing lines of thought.33    
As the Pentecostal revival continued spreading, those within and without the
movement debated the significance of speaking in tongues in its relation to the baptism of
the Holy Spirit.  A representative of Northfield Theology, R. A. Torrey, argued for the 
baptism of the Holy Spirit as an enduement of power for Christian ministry, warning
against seeking this experience to simply participate in an ecstatic spiritual manifestation. 
Torrey believed any of the Spirit’s gifts mentioned in the New Testament could be
manifested. Still, he argued against the growing doctrinal trend within early
Pentecostalism that everyone who received the baptism of the Holy Spirit would speak in
tongues.  Among those groups having an openness to spiritual manifestations in the
twentieth century, A. B. Simpson’s Christian and Missionary Alliance was probably as
sympathetic as any to speaking in tongues, at least initially.  They acknowledged the 
     33Durham, “The Finished Work of Calvary,” 5-6; Durham, “Personal Testimony,” 3; Synan, 13-
32, 114-16.
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appearance of speaking in tongues among their adherents in 1906, crediting many of these
manifestations to genuine outpourings of the Holy Spirit.34  
However, by 1908 the Alliance objected to speaking in tongues as the standard for
determining whether or not one was baptized in the Holy Spirit, saying, 
One of the greatest errors is a disposition to make special manifestations an
evidence of the baptism in the Holy Ghost, giving to them the name of Pentecost
as though none had received the spirit of Pentecost but those who had the power
to speak in tongues, thus leading many sincere Christians to cast away their
confidence, and plunging them in perplexity and darkness, or causing them to
seek after special manifestations of other than God Himself.35                                  
       
Prior to the Alliance’s annual meeting, 27 May 1908, its national board adopted a
resolution to deal with this issue within the fellowship.  They reminded their ministers
and workers of the latitude historically afforded them in doctrinal matters.  The national
leaders voiced no desire for attempting to force their views of speaking in tongues upon
Alliance ministers.  Perceiving no need to change the Alliance’s doctrinal statements
because of the unfolding Pentecostal revival, the issue of speaking in tongues was
considered a matter of personal conscience and liberty.  This stance allowed them to delay
forcefully taking sides with either those seeing speaking in tongues as the evidence of
being baptized with the Holy Spirit, or those opposed to this assertion.  As with 
            34Reuben Archer Torrey,  Person and Work of the Holy Spirit, 182, 184-95; The Christian And
Missionary Alliance, “What Hath God Wrought?” 1907 to 1908, Eleventh Annual Report, Adopted at the
Annual Meeting of the Society, May 27, 1908, Nyack, New York (n.p., n.d.), 8-9, digital repr., CMA
Archival Resources, http://www.cmalliance.org/ resources/archives/annual-report (accessed June 28, 2010). 
     35Christian And Missionary Alliance, “What Hath God Wrought? 1907,” 9-10.
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Northfield Theology, this policy caused the Alliance to stay just outside the Pentecostal
camp, remaining close to Pentecostalism but quasi-Pentecostals nonetheless.36       
On the other hand, following William Durham’s attestation to being baptized in
the Spirit and speaking in tongues, he did not hesitate in making a case for speaking in
tongues as the evidence of Pentecostal baptism.  In so doing, he took what became the
standard Pentecostal position on the matter.   Durham interpreted rejection of speaking in
tongues by some Holiness people in light of his own previous views.37  He contended, 
As small a thing as the speaking in tongues seems to many to be, it is
marvelous what a stir it has made in the world.  When six years ago it was first
preached on the Pacific Coast that the speaking in tongues was the evidence of the
baptism, it met with bitter opposition from the holiness people. . . . In a short time
most of those who had opposed were seeking, and most of them received.  Then
those who had been so confident that they had received the Holy Spirit before, and
thus had opposed this teaching, knew two things: first, that they never had had the
baptism before; second, that the doctrine that the tongues is the evidence was
true.38  
   
    He further argued that speaking in tongues was the sign accompanying the
pouring out of the Spirit upon the New Testament church and recognized by the apostles
as such.  He cited three instances recorded in chapters two, ten and nineteen of Acts as
proof, referring to occurrences of speaking in tongues in: Jerusalem during the first Feast
of Pentecost following Jesus’ death, at Cornelius’ house in Caesarea and in Ephesus
several years latter.  He reasoned that speaking in tongues in the twentieth century was
simply a restoration of what had been a normal part of the Christian experience during the
first century.  Durham’s arguments along this line added theological pressure to move
     36Ibid., 12.
     37Durham, “Personal Testimony,” 3-4; William Durham, “Speaking in Tongues,” 11. 
     38Durham, “Speaking in Tongues,” 11.
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early Pentecostal participants in the direction of accepting this view as a fundamental
tenet of faith.  As with the Finished Work of Calvary controversy, Durham used personal
speaking opportunities in Los Angeles to promote his views on speaking in tongues as the
evidence of being baptized in the Holy Spirit, beginning in February 1910.  Similarly, he
employed his widely circulated periodical, Pentecostal Testimony, in an effort to gain
acceptance for his views.  This interpretation came to be known as the initial physical
evidence of being baptized in the Spirit.  The label Pentecostal crystalized in the early
twentieth century, to refer to those Christians believing in a present availability of
spiritual gifts discussed in the New Testament and viewing speaking in tongues as the
initial physical evidence of being baptized in the Holy Spirit. 39   
In those early years of the twentieth century, Durham also blended Finished Work
doctrine with free will, explaining,       
The doctrine of the Finished Work, brings us back to the simple plan of salvation. 
Christ died for us.  He became a substitute for every one of us; for he tasted death
for every man. . . . We are not saved simply because we are forgiven our sins.  We
are saved through identification with our Savior Substitute, Jesus Christ.  We are
given life because He died for us and rose again.  But some may ask, ‘How do we
become identified with our Substitute?’ We answer, ‘By faith alone.’ We are
condemned and sentenced to death.  Christ, the Blessed Son of God, stepped in
and took our place and died in our stead, thus paying the death penalty that we
might go free.40    
He embraced a long line of free will thought streaming through the early modern and
modern eras, including the views of English General Baptists, American Free Will
Baptists, General Baptists, Charles Finney and Northfield Theology.  Perhaps the greatest
     39Durham, “Personal Testimony,” 3; Durham, “Speaking in Tongues,” 11, 13; “In Memoriam,”
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societal impact of free will theology was the passion and conviction of personal
responsibility for domestic and foreign evangelization it instilled in its adherents.41  
Early Pentecostal periodicals such as The Apostolic Faith, Word and Witness, The
Pentecost, Pentecostal Testimony and the Pentecostal Evangel bore record of extensive
evangelistic work.  In addition to publicizing local revivals, their pages reported
movements of Pentecostal leaders conducting regional, national and foreign campaigns. 
A typical sample of this was seen in the 20 August 1912 edition of E. N. Bell’s Word and
Witness.  This four page, newspaper format periodical contained a combination of thirty-
one articles and short notices about camp meetings and revivals about to begin, in
progress and or just concluded.  This publicity combined with personal exposure by
revival participants to make these ministers well known across the nation, at least within
Pentecostal ranks.  These efforts were not geared to simply convince people of
Pentecostal views, but to bring about conversions followed by the Pentecostal experience. 
Durham ministered in Los Angeles for over two years before dying 7 July 1912.  Had he
lived long enough, it seemed likely he would have become an Assemblies of God 
minister and leader when they formed just two years later, considering the compatibility
of their views and his personal connections with ministers joining the new fellowship.42 
Howard Goss was one of these early Pentecostal ministers and leaders, born on a
homestead in 1883 near Steelville, Missouri.  He went to work stoking an iron furnace
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not far from home at fourteen.  His family moved to Galena, Kansas in 1898, where
Howard soon found employment working for a zinc mine when not in school.  Charles
Parham brought the Apostolic Faith Movement teachings to Galena during late fall 1902,
by initiating an evangelistic outreach there.  He first used a tent for his meetings, but cold
weather later forced him to move into the Grand Leader Building on Main Street, holding
perhaps a thousand people.  Attendance was very good at the meetings, resulting in
testimonies of about 800 conversions, a thousand healed of physical ailments and several
hundred baptized in the Holy Spirit accompanied by speaking in tongues.  Parham
preached a message embracing salvation, divine healing, Wesleyan sanctification and
speaking in tongues as the evidence of Spirit baptism.  
Goss was not reared in a Christian home, but in one where some family members
staunchly opposed any brand of faith in God; therefore, he knew little about the Bible. 
He heard Christian preaching for the first time at Parham’s revival and was deeply
affected by the services, professing conversion before long.  The revival resulted in the
establishment of Third Street Mission, where Goss attended for about two years.  Parham
left the church under the care of Mary Arthur and Fannie Dobson before leaving Galena
to evangelize other areas during the summer 1905.  Goss spoke of receiving a call into the
ministry within months of his conversion, reluctantly agreeing because he felt
unqualified.  In September 1905, he began working with the Apostolic movement and
Parham, beginning with a camp meeting in Columbus, Kansas.  However, Goss did not
give testimony of being Spirit baptized with speaking in tongues at the beginning of his
ministry, saying it occurred on 16 April 1906 while traveling home on a train from an
Apostolic convention.  He was ordained later that year by Parham’s Apostolic Faith
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Movement and appointed as field director for the organization’s activities in Texas. 
Although Parham’s fellowship was Wesleyan, Goss came to reject its entire sanctification
message, accepting William Durham’s Finished Work doctrine instead.  He withdrew
from the Apostolic Faith Movement in 1907, following charges leveled at Parham
involving moral misconduct.43
Goss then struck out in independent ministry, though he was granted ministerial
credentials later in 1907 by Charles Mason.  Mason was the leader of the newly formed
Pentecostal, and predominantly African American, Church of God in Christ.  J. R.
Flower, an early Assemblies of God leader, maintained that Mason agreed to allow use of
his organization’s name in forming an autonomous Anglo branch of the denomination for
the purpose of granting credentials to white Pentecostal ministers.  Since the Church of
God in Christ was officially recognized by the Southern Clergy Bureau as a
denomination, this allowed their ministers to receive reduced rates for railway fares.  This
Anglo Church of God in Christ conducted an interstate convention of its own by 1911. 
Their 1912 annual convention was held at Eureka Springs, Arkansas, drawing a crowd of
about 500 participants and lasting from 10 July until 21 July.  According to the account
given by the Word and Witness, their activities overwhelmingly involved worship
services, with little time devoted to business matters.  Still, and despite this fellowship’s
very loose organizational structure, on 20 July, they appointed Howard Goss, A. P.
Collins, D. C. O. Opperman and E. N. Bell to prepare and maintain an annual ministerial
list.  This of course meant they had some measure of responsibility in reviewing and
     43Goss, Winds of God, 15-16, 19, 27-29, 31-40, 57-81, 97-100, 204; Stanley M. Burgess and Gary
B. McGee, eds., Dictionary of Pentecostal and Charismatic Movements, s.v., “Charles Fox Parham,”
(Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1988); Stanley M. Burgess and Gary B. McGee, eds., Dictionary of Pentecostal
and Charismatic Movements, s.v., “Howard Archibald Goss,” (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1988).
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approving ministers appearing on the list.  These four leaders later became instrumental
in forming the Assemblies of God.  Over 350 ministers were listed in their 1912
directory, with the vast majority living in the South and Southwest.44       
Of these early leaders, Eudorus Neander Bell was born 27 June 1866, in Lake
Butler, Florida.  Life was not easy following the death of his father when Eudorus Bell
was but two, growing up in a poor and hardworking family.  He professed Christian
conversion at a young age, feeling a call into the ministry.  Bell believed ministerial
training was necessary preparation for gospel ministers, though not able to pursue a
formal college education until he was twenty-five.  He enrolled in Stetson University in
De Land, Florida, completing an A.B. degree.  After attending Southern Baptist
Theological Seminary in Louisville, Kentucky, he spent  three years at the University of
Chicago and finished his Bachelor of Divinity degree in 1903.  Bell was very active in
university affairs while a student, including election to the divinity council as its
chairman, appointment as the school’s delegate to the Conference of Theological
Seminaries and treasurer of Middle Divinity Hall.  He seriously contemplated pursuing an
Oxford Scholarship though there was no mention of this materializing for him.  While a
student, he pastored a church within the Bloomington Association and served as chairman 
     44Burgess and McGee, eds., “Howard Archibald Goss,” 343; Flower, “Lecture Notes,” 17;
Menzies,  90-91; E. N. Bell, “Glory and Unity at the Eureaka Springs Camp!,” Word and Witness 8, no. 6
(20 August 1912): 1, digital facsimile CD ROM, Assemblies of God Publications Pre-WWII (Springfield,
Missouri: Flower Pentecostal Heritage Center, 2006); “Ordained Ministers in the Churches of God in Christ
with Their Locations. Aug. 1, 1912,” digital facsimile, in Flower Pentecostal Heritage Center, 
http://www.iFPHC.org (accessed July 13, 2010).
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of the YMCA’s devotional committee.  Through  ministerial assignments and secular
employment, he supported himself during his years in college and divinity studies.45    
Bell was a credentialed minister with the Southern Baptist Convention for
seventeen years, pastoring in St. Augustine, Florida for a while.  During his last five years
as a Baptist minister, he served as pastor of the Baptist Church on Ellis Avenue, in North
Fort Worth, Texas, with a congregation of about 200.  A tornado completely destroyed
this congregation’s new building on 21 May 1905.  This created a financial emergency
that was compounded for its membership because an indebtedness was still owed on the
demolished facility.  Seeking assistance, Bell issued a plea for $1,500 to his Baptist
brethren in Texas through the pages of the Baptist Standard.  Progress on rebuilding must
have been well under way by late August, since the facility was listed as having a value of
$3,000 in the Minutes of the Tarrant County Baptist Association.  Bell was active in the
association’s activities, preaching their introductory sermon, serving on its Christian
Education Committee, elected as a delegate to Texas Baptist General Convention, also
chosen as corresponding delegate to the Dallas County Missionary Association and as an
alternate representative to the Southern Baptist Convention.46     
     45“Fallen Asleep,” Word and Work (July 1923): 9, digital facsimile CD ROM, Assemblies of God
Publications Pre-WWII (Springfield, Missouri: Flower Pentecostal Heritage Center, 2006); Stanley H.
Frodsham, “A Brief Word of Biography,” in E. N. Bell, Questions and Answers (Springfield, Missouri:
Gospel Publishing House, 1923), viii-ix; “E. N. Bell Alumni Card,” University of Chicago, 1923; “The
Graduate Divinity School,” University of Chicago Annual Register 2, no. 3 (July, 1902): 425, digital
facsimile, in Google Books,  http://books.google.com/books?id=JL8PAQAAIAAJ&pg=PA332&dq=%
22The+Graduate+Divinity+School,%22+University+of+Chicago+Annual+Register+1902&hl=en&ei=36W
STObjB8T6lwe01rGrCg&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=2&ved=0CDYQ6AEwAQ#v=onepag
e&q&f=false (accessed June 19, 2010); E. N. Bell, “E. N. Bell to John F. Forbes,” 2 December 1902, E. N.
Bell Collection. Flower Pentecostal Heritage Center, Springfield, Missouri.
     46Frodsham, “Word of Biography,” ix; E. N. Bell, “The North Fort Worth Situation,”Baptist
Standard, 1 June 1905, n.p.; Minutes of the Nineteenth Annual Session of the Tarrant County Baptist
Association Held at the Rehoboth Baptist Church August 24,25,26, 1905 (n.p., nd.), 3, 5, 15-17, 22-24.       
249
With news of the Pentecostal revival spreading, Bell’s appetite for a baptism in
the Holy Spirit grew, as he sought the same experience recorded among the first-century
church in Acts 2.  After hearing about the Spirit being poured out on Chicago, he traveled
there from North Fort Worth by train.  He spent eleven months at William Durham’s
North Avenue Mission seeking this experience, later giving testimony of receiving the
baptism of the Holy Spirit on 18 July 1908, with the evidence of speaking in tongues. 
After returning to North Fort Worth, Bell offered his resignation to his church, though
they declined to accept.  Bell continued as pastor for another year and married Katie
Kimbrough of Fort Worth, on 13 July 1909.  His first pastoral assignment as a
Pentecostal minister was with an Apostolic congregation in Malvern, Arkansas, serving
there for five years.  While in Malvern, he began publishing a weekly paper promoting
the Pentecostal message, the Word and Witness.  The Pentecostal movement’s lack of
organizational structure resulted in Bell receiving ministerial credentials from several
leaders before the formation of the Assemblies of God, including William Durham, John
Sinclair, John Wilson and Church of God in Christ.47  
Bell’s younger associate, Arch P. Collins, was born in 1861, though unfortunately
his mother died when he was only six days old.  His grandparents and aunts took care of
him until the Civil War concluded, with his father marrying again thereafter and rearing
him on a farm.  Collins possessed a passion for learning and began teaching grade-school
at nineteen.  He professed Christian conversion at seventeen and was ordained as a
Southern Baptist minister at the age of twenty-seven, continuing teaching school for
     47Frodsham, “Word of Biography,” ix-x; Carl Brumback, Suddenly . . . From Heaven (Springfield,
Missouri: Gospel Publishing House, 1961), 69; “E. N. Bell’s ordination application from the Assemblies of
God,” 1916, E. N. Bell Collection. Flower Pentecostal Heritage Center, Springfield, Missouri;  “Ordained
Ministers in the Churches of God in Christ, Aug. 1, 1912,” 1.
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another three years.  According to the  Minutes of Tarrant County Baptist Association,
Collins was living in Arlington, Texas in 1905.  He was pastoring Riverside Baptist
Church in Fort Worth at the time, with a congregation of thirty-three and a building
valued at $800.  Collins was active in the Baptist Association, serving that year as a
reading clerk and member of the foreign mission committee, and also engaging in the
floor discussion pertaining to the temperance committee’s report.  The association elected
him to serve as a messenger, or representative, to Texas General Convention, as it did E.
N. Bell.  The time of Collins’ and Bell’s first acquaintance was unclear, though by 1905
they certainly knew each other through the Baptist association and as neighboring pastors. 
Deciding he needed better preparation for the ministry, Collins enrolled at Baylor
University, pursuing his education there until 1907.48  
Collins became convinced in 1907 that the Holy Spirit was really being poured
out in the Pentecostal revival, encouraged by Bell’s letters for him to seek the baptism of
the Holy Spirit.  He spoke of earnestly seeking God for this experience, testifying to
receiving its manifestation on 13 March 1908, accompanied by speaking in tongues.  His
entire household came to embrace this experience, though his wife and oldest daughter
said they were baptized in the Spirit before him.  He subsequently resigned his pastorate
at Riverside Baptist Church, resulting in his family suffering ostracism from their Baptist
friends and acquaintances.  Despite this, Collins remained in the Arlington and Fort
Worth area, conducting a Pentecostal ministry from there until his death on 22 June
     48“A. P. Collins’s ordination application from the Assemblies of God,” 1916, A. P. Collins
Collection, Flower Pentecostal Heritage Center, Springfield, Missouri; A. P. Collins, “A Baptized Baptist
Preacher,” Christian Evangel (23 January 1915): 1, digital facsimile CD ROM, Pentecostal Evangel
Interactive, 1913-21 (Springfield, Missouri: Flower Pentecostal Heritage Center, 2000);  Minutes of the
Tarrant County Baptist Association, 1905, 3, 5, 14-16, 22-24;
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1921.49  He spoke of his spiritual baptism in 1915, saying, 
I had tried to persuade myself I had received the baptism in the Holy Spirit years
before.  I had wonderful anointings and floods of joy, but I read that the disciples
and saints down at Samaria had great joy before receiving the baptism. . . . I said,
‘Lord, I want the baptism in the Holy Ghost just as the Apostles, and you will give
me the evidence.’50 
In evaluating the results of this experience he explained,
The first effect was to discover how I had followed the opinions of men in my
Bible Study.  The second was to find myself much farther away from God than I
had realized.  The third was to repent of all pride of flesh and spirit and get back
to God.  The fourth was to learn how to seek God with my whole heart.  The fifth
was to learn how to surrender and be like a child and let the Lord teach me.  The
sixth was to have the things of Jesus made more real to me than ever before, and    
the seventh was absolute abandonment to God and as I contemplated Jesus in His
life, death, resurrection and ascension and His glorious return.51   
Another Anglo Church of God in Christ leader was Daniel C. O. Opperman.  He
was born near the Illinois border on 13 July 1872, in Clinton, Indiana.  His family moved
to Nevada, Missouri in 1881, before relocating to Kenka, Florida in 1884 and Lanark,
Florida soon afterward.  Opperman professed Christian conversion in 1884 and joined the
German Baptist Brethren.  While in his early teens, he worked in a sawmill wheel-
barrowing sawdust for fifty-cents a day and board.  His family moved to Hawthorne,
Florida in the spring1887, with his father dying 20 August of the same year.  The
Oppermans worked in orange groves before returning to Indiana the following spring. 
     49Collins, “A Baptized Baptist Preacher,”1; E. N. Bell, “The Passing of Brother A. P. Collins,”
The Pentecostal Evangel (9 July 1921): 4, digital facsimile CD ROM, Pentecostal Evangel Interactive,
1913-21 (Springfield, Missouri: Flower Pentecostal Heritage Center, 2000); “Ordained Ministers in the
Churches of God in Christ, Aug. 1, 1912”;  “A. P. Collins’s ordination application”;  “A. P. Collins Death
Record,” Texas Bureau of Vital Statistics, 6 July 1921, in A. P. Collins Collection, Flower Pentecostal
Heritage Center.
     50Collins, “A Baptized Baptist Preacher,”1.
     51Ibid.
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Daniel Opperman worked on farms during summers and attended school in the winter. 
He was able to amass enough education to begin teaching school in the spring of 1892. 
Using a variety of jobs for support, he enrolled at the German Baptists Brethren’s
Dunkard College in Mt. Morris, Illinois in 1893, attending terms as often as possible. 
During enrollment in a summer session of Moody’s Bible Institute in 1899, he became
acquainted with the teachings of John Alexander Dowie, from nearby Zion City, Illinois.  
He returned to Chicago and joined Dowie’s Christian Catholic Church in October
of that year.  Opperman continued furthering his own education while teaching in
Dowie’s schools, becoming a principal in 1903.  He spoke of his infection with
tuberculosis in January 1905, testifying of his healing from it in early April that year.  He
withdrew from teaching school and moved to San Antonio, Texas in December 1905,
entering into full-time ministry.  During March 1906, Opperman spoke to a Zion meeting
in Houston, Texas, becoming acquainted with Charles Parham while there and later
associated with him in some of his Apostolic conventions.  Opperman continued with his
own ministry, holding meetings in many locations across southwestern states.  He
testified to receiving his own baptism in the Holy Spirit on 13 January 1908,
accompanied by speaking in tongues.  This was while he was engaged in a nine-week
evangelistic meeting in Belton, Texas.  He soon shifted his ministry to working with the 
Apostolic Faith Movement and was appointed as their state director for Texas on 27 July
1908.52  
     52“Dairy of D. C. O. Opperman,” 16-22, D. C. O. Opperman’s Collection, Flower Pentecostal
Heritage Center, Springfield, Missouri; Stanley M. Burgess and Gary B. McGee, eds., Dictionary of
Pentecostal and Charismatic Movements, s.v., “Daniel Charles Owen Opperman,” (Grand Rapids:
Zondervan, 1988); Stanley M. Burgess and Gary B. McGee, eds., Dictionary of Pentecostal and
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As has been detailed, reports of speaking in tongues occurred well in advance of
the Los Angeles revival in 1906.  This was seen in the testimonies of a number of
Baptists, including J. R. Haggard, William F. Bryant and Clara Fisher, with the latter
probably the first, about 1870.  With the coming of the Los Angeles revival in 1906,
national religious attention took note of the manifestation of speaking in tongues in
connection with the baptism of the Holy Spirit.  This was reflective of greatly increased
numbers of testimonies from those claiming this experience.  The denominational
landscape was altered too, as many ministers and congregations left long established
fellowships to preserve and promote their newly adopted Pentecostal views.  In some
cases, either sizable portions of, or entire denominations embraced Pentecostalism. 
Examples of this were seen with Mason’s Church of God in Christ, the Pentecostal
Holiness Church and the Church of God in Tennessee.  
Some Baptists sought the same spiritual experiences recorded in Acts before
1906, such as William Walthall and the Holiness Baptists.  Other Baptist ministers
actively sought the baptism of the Holy Spirit and speaking in tongues following the
outbreak of the Pentecostal revival in 1906.  William Durham, E. N. Bell, A. P. Collins
and D. C. O. Opperman were among these.  Durham heavily contributed to acceptance of
speaking in  tongues as the initial physical evidence of the baptism in the Holy Spirit. 
The latter three Baptist ministers proved instrumental in founding the Assemblies of God
in 1914, as discussed in the following chapter.  Regardless of their prior denominational
affiliations, the common cohesive thread tenuously holding loose fellowships of
Pentecostal adherents together was their common testimony of experiencing the baptism
of the Holy Spirit and speaking in tongues.  Despite the strength of this bond, other tenets
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of faith tended to fracture the Pentecostal movement into various camps, such as
Wesleyan or non-Wesleyan.   
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Chapter 10
General Council of the Assemblies of God
E. N. Bell, Howard Goss, A. P. Collins and D. C. O. Opperman formed and led a
loosely connected Pentecostal fellowship, the Church of God in Christ.1  Their numbers
were small, but noticeable, with 352 ministers listed in their 1913 directory.  This
fellowship proved instrumental in expediting formation of the Assemblies of God, with
Bell using his editorship of the Word and Witness, located in Malvern, Arkansas, as a
means of its promotion.  He argued for the scriptural accuracy of the Church of God in
Christ name, as opposed to such labels as Apostolic, Baptist, Methodist or Presbyterian. 
Similarly, he pointed out New Testament usage of the term church for congregations,
instead of mission, as used by some Pentecostals.  
In 1913, Bell and Goss became convinced of the need for better organization
among their circle of Pentecostal acquaintances, with Opperman quickly coming on board
as well.  They issued a call for a general convention of Pentecostals and members of the
Church of God in Christ in the Word and Witness’ 20 December edition.  Its purpose was
to construct a better organizational framework for  ministers and churches in the Church
of God in Christ, but also to attempt to bring in those in basic agreement with their
beliefs, though currently outside their fellowship.  Bell, Opperman, Goss, Collins and M.
M. Pinson all placed their names on the invitation.  These men operated their ministries
out of Malvern, Arkansas, Houston, Hot Springs, Fort Worth and Phoenix, respectively.  
     1Flower, “Lecture Notes,” 15-17. This was a fellowship separate from the predominantly African
American Church of God in Christ based in Memphis, Tennessee and lead by Charles Mason.
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The convention date was set for 2 through 12 April 1914, in Hot Springs,
Arkansas.  Goss had already leased the old Grand Opera House in Hot Springs for six
months, so the convention was slated to take place there.  These leaders stated several
reasons why the convention was thought necessary.  They saw a need for agreement on
both doctrine and the name of their fellowship, desiring to arrive at both through joint
Bible study and prayer.  Achieving unity was a paramount goal, with finding ways to
conserve their fields of Pentecostal ministries in mind.  A better understanding of foreign
missions’ problems was needed, including directing funds to those individuals having a
proven record of producing enduring results.  There were also legal considerations,
recognizing the need to gain an umbrella charter to cover the broader organization,
ministers, missionaries and local congregations.  Connected with this was the name issue,
since one name for the fellowship was desirable as opposed to several different labels
used by various churches.  Confusion had already developed because a number of their
churches had already chartered in their respective states using different names.  Lastly
these men wanted to establish a Bible College and grade-school for the entire fellowship.2
The combined convention, or council, of the Church of God in Christ and other
invited Pentecostals began as scheduled on Thursday 2 April.  There were approximately
200 to 300 laymen and ministers in attendance, with about 120 of these serving as
registered delegates.  There were representatives from at least twenty states, Canada and
     2Flower, “Lecture Notes,”17, 19-20;  “Ordained Ministers in the Churches of God in Christ with
Their Locations. February 1, 1913,” digital facsimile, in Flower Pentecostal Heritage Center, http://www.
iFPHC.org (accessed July 13, 2010); E. N. Bell, “Not Missions, but Churches of God in Christ,” Word and
Witness (20 August 1912): 2, digital facsimile CD ROM, Assemblies of God Publications Pre-WWII
(Springfield, Missouri: Flower Pentecostal Heritage Center, 2006);  Goss, Winds of God, 271-77; E. N.
Bell, “General Convention of Pentecostal Saints and Churches of God in Christ, Hot Springs, Arkansas,
April 2 to 12, 1914,” Word and Witness 9, no. 12 (20 December 1913): 1, digital facsimile CD ROM,
Assemblies of God Publications Pre-WWII (Springfield, Missouri: Flower Pentecostal Heritage Center,
2006);  Menzies, 80-92.
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some foreign countries.  The first few days were devoted to sharing ministry reports and
worship services having sermons directed at promoting unity.  In light of their concern for
lost souls, it was understandable for evening services to take an evangelistic flavor,
resulting in a number of conversions.  M. M. Pinson from Phoenix, Arizona opened the
Council with a sermon from Acts 15, a text outlining the church council at Jerusalem
dealing with the question of incorporating gentile believers into a predominantly Jewish
church.  This was presumably to present a Biblical precedent for holding church councils,
due to the independent disposition of their constituency.  
By the time the first business session began on Monday 6 April, at 10:00 AM, a
large measure of unity was believed present.  E. N. Bell called the session to order and
explained the purposes for the convention.  The body unanimously elected Bell as
temporary chairman and J. R. Flower of Indiana as temporary secretary.  A conference
committee of seven men was appointed to listen to concerns of delegates and present
them in actionable form to the Council.  Their first recommendation was to enlarge the
committee’s number to provide representation from every state and foreign country with
delegates present.  This was adopted, resulting in a committee of eighteen.  A roster was
created, with all male church representatives and ministers eligible to vote as delegates.3
  The conference committee composed its report and adopted it unanimously,
proposing acceptance of a Preamble and Resolution of Constitution.  This resolution first
mentioned  a number of doctrinal distinctions recognizing the Trinity, salvation through
     3E. N. Bell, “Hot Springs Assembly; God’s Glory Present,” Word and Witness 10, no. 4 (20 April
1914): 1, digital facsimile CD ROM, Assemblies of God Publications Pre-WWII (Springfield, Missouri:
Flower Pentecostal Heritage Center, 2006); General Council, Minutes of the General Council, April 2-12,
1914, (n.p., n.d.), 3;  Flower, “Lecture Notes,” 20-21.
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Christ, inspiration of scriptures, the church and baptism in the Holy Spirit.4  In stating
their organizational recommendations, they explained,
Whereas, We recognize ourselves as members of said General Assembly of
God, (which is God’s organism), and do not believe in identifying ourselves as, or
establishing ourselves into a sect, that is a human organization that legislates or
forms laws and articles of faith and has unscriptural jurisdiction over its members
and creates unscriptural lines of fellowship and disfellowship and which separates
itself from other members of the General Assembly (Church) of the first born,
which is contrary to Christ’s prayer in St. John 17 . . . .
Whose purpose is neither to legislate laws of government, not usurp authority
over said various Assemblies of God, nor deprive them of their Scriptural and
local rights and privileges, but to recognize Scriptural methods and order for
worship, unity, fellowship, work and business for God, and to disapprove of all
unscriptural methods, doctrines and conduct, and approve of all Scriptural truth
and conduct, endeavoring to keep the unity of the Spirit in the bonds of peace.5
A number of ministers had been forced to resign pastorates after accepting
Pentecostalism, and experienced rejection by denominational bodies followed by
ostracism by former friends. Considering these experiences, the Council’s opposition to a
powerful centralized form of church government was understandable.  They wanted to
avoid the possibility of again facing rejection and expulsion from a church body.  Clearly,
they sought to avoid creation of a sect having power over their ministries and local
congregations.  This approach to ecclesiastical government had traits in common with
typical Baptist fellowships having fiercely independent congregations that voluntarily
entered into cooperation with similar congregations and possessing overarching regional
or national organizations.  Still, the committee also made these recommendations for
reasons other than those dictated by past experiences with other denominations, striving
to find scriptural grounds for the nature of local churches and larger structures of
     4General Council, Minutes of the General Council, April 1914, 3-4.    
     5Ibid.
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affiliation.  In this sense, the Resolution of Constitution was a doctrinal statement as
much as an instrument of organization.  Understandably, delegates with Baptist
backgrounds such as Bell and Collins would have appreciated this approach.6
The committee sought to correct confusion already created by churches and
associations using multiple labels, by finding a scriptural name for their entire fellowship
to employ.  They proposed calling the national organization the General Council of the
Assemblies of God, with an individual congregation labeled an Assembly of God.7  The
resolution stated,
That we recognize ourselves as a General Council of Pentecostal (Spirit
Baptized) saints from local Churches of God in Christ, Assemblies of God, and
various Apostolic Faith Missions and Churches, and Full Gospel Pentecostal
Missions, and Assemblies of like faith in the United States of America, Canada,
and Foreign Lands . . . .
That we recognize all the above said Assemblies of various names, and when
speaking of them refer to them by the general Scriptural name ‘Assemblies of
God;’ and recommend that they all recognize themselves by the same name, that
is, ‘Assembly of God’ and adopt it as soon as practical for the purpose of being
more Scriptural and also legal in transacting business, owning property, and
executing missionary work in home and foreign lands, and for general
convenience, unity and fellowship.8 
   
The conference committee’s version of the Preamble and Resolution of
Constitution was adopted unanimously, accompanied by the house exhibiting a strong
emotional reaction.  The Minutes recorded 
the whole house rising to their feet and shouting praises to God.  ‘Praise God from
whom all blessings flow’ was sung. . . . The Council broke up into a great praise
     6Frodsham, “Word of Biography,” ix; Collins, “Baptized Baptist Preacher,”1; Bell, “The Passing
of Brother A. P. Collins,” 4; Jernigan, 34-35, 122; Welch, “Walthall,” 4;  Minutes of the First Annual
Convocation of the Holiness Baptist Churches, 1-5; General Council, Minutes of the General Council of the
Assemblies of God, April 1914, 4.  
     7Menzies, 100-04; General Council, Minutes of the General Council, April 1914, 1, 4-5.
     8General Council, Minutes of the General Council, April 1914, 4-5.  
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meeting.  The joy of God filled all hearts, and the multitude were moved to tears,
and many wept for joy.”9  
Perhaps this exhibition was explicable by delegates realizing an appreciable measure of
unity after years of disorganization following the Pentecostal revival’s outbreak. 
Moreover, they believed God had guided this effort and placed his blessings upon it.10     
The conference committee’s suggestion that the Preamble and Resolution of
Constitution be adopted as General Council’s Constitution was unanimously approved.  
Upon motion, the committee met in special session to consider how the General Council
could best assist domestic and foreign missions efforts.  After studying the matter, the
committee recommended that twelve men be elected annually as an Executive Presbytery. 
These men were to act on behalf of the General Council in assisting missions activities,
with the following elected, 
T. K. Leonard, Finlay, Ohio; E. N. Bell, Malvern, Ark.; J. R. Flower, Plainfield
and Indianapolis, Ind.; H. A. Goss, Hot Springs, Ark.; J. W. Welch, Baxter
Springs, Kans.; M. M. Pinson, Phoenix, Ariz.; C. B. Fockler, Milwaukee, Wis.; D.
C. O. Opperman, Houston, Texas; Jno. C. Sinclair, Chicago, Ill. . . . 
A. P. Collins, Ft. Worth, Texas; R. L. Erickson, Chicago, Ill.; D. W. Kerr,
Cleveland, Ohio.11               
The term presbyter came from the New Testament’s use of the Greek word
presbuteros, carrying the meaning of elder.  Presbuteros was frequently applied in
speaking “of the Jewish religious leaders and of church leaders.”12  For the Assemblies of
     9Ibid., 5.
     10Ibid.; Bell, “Hot Springs Assembly,” 1.
     11General Council, Minutes of the General Council, April 1914, 5.
     12Barclay M. Newman, Jr., ed., A Concise Greek-English Dictionary of the New Testament, s.v.,
“Presbuteros,” (Germany, Stuttgart: Biblia-Druck, 1993).
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God, eldership was obtained through pastoring, as this was assumed to produce seasoning
and maturity needed for leadership.  Executive Presbyters were viewed as elders with
national responsibilities.  Whether on a national, or more localized scope, a group of
presbyters formed a presbytery and possessed both individual and collective authority to
act, depending on the circumstances.  Incorporating presbyters into a strongly
congregational system produced a mixed form of government, both Presbyterian and
Congregational.13    
The conference committee proceeded to present a resolution authorizing the
Executive Presbytery to take legal measures needed to incorporate their new fellowship as
the General Council of the Assemblies of God.  It was adopted unanimously.14  Using
Colossians 2: 14-17 as a scriptural basis, the committee also suggested,
That whereas the pressing of the question of eating, or not eating meats, is
causing divisions in some of the Assemblies, that the General Council recommend
their disapproval of such extreme positions on this question which causes these
divisions, and that we recognize the right of each individual conscience in this
matter.15  
The Council’s unanimous adoption of this resolution reflected that these delegates were
formulating important church beliefs and practices, typically looking to the Bible as the
final authority of truth and correctness.  However, while recognizing their own aggregate
authority under God in speaking on doctrinal matters, they also saw the need to leave
room for individual differences of doctrine in non-essential matters.  The conference
     13Bennett F. Lawrence, “The Assembly of God,” The Christian Evangel 2, no. 19 (9 May 1914):
5-6, digital facsimile CD ROM, Pentecostal Evangel Interactive, 1913-21 (Springfield, Missouri: Flower
Pentecostal Heritage Center, 2000); General Council, Minutes of the General Council, April 1914, 5.  
     14General Council, Minutes of the General Council, April 1914, 5.  
     15Ibid., 6.
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committee presented a number of other resolutions adopted by the Council as well.  In
seeking to align with Biblically delineated areas of ministry they addressed and
recognized the offices of deacon, exhorter, evangelist, minister and elder.16 
In a resolution addressing women’s rights and offices, the Council acknowledged
women “are called to prophesy and preach the Gospel. . . . To be helpers in the Gospel. . .
. that we recognize their God-given rights to be ordained, not as elders, but as Evangelists
and Missionaries.”17 This view was similar to the Holiness Baptists’ recognition of
women’s roles as evangelists in 1892.  Concerning divorce and remarriage, the Council
recognized that situations of Christians who have experienced marriage entanglements
prior to conversion were best left to individuals’ understanding and guidance from the
Lord.  For those already Christians, divorce should be vigorously discouraged due to its
detrimental effects upon homes and churches.  Those divorcing for reasons of sexual
immorality were allowed to remarry, while those divorcing for any other reason were
expected to remain single.  It was recommended that local Assemblies not ordain anyone
into the ministry who had a former spouse still living, as this often caused congregational
divisions and contributed to others stumbling in their walk with God.  The Minutes
recorded passage of this resolution following much discussion, but without an unanimous
vote.  The Assemblies of God contained a faction viewing divorce differently than the 
     16Ibid.
     17Ibid., 7.   
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Council’s majority.  These continued seeking acceptance of divorced ministerial
candidates for credentials over the coming years.18
  The Council approved a recommendation for local assemblies to work together
with Executive Presbyters for establishing statewide, or District Councils.  This was
considered a positive step because of the Executive Presbytery’s breadth of
responsibilities and unavoidable time limitations.  Also, the Word and Witness was
conveyed to the Assemblies of God from the now dissolved Church of God in Christ.  It
was recognized as the official organ of the fellowship, with Bell unanimously appointed
as its editor.  However, the Executive Presbytery was vested with responsibility for all
national publications.  J. R. Flower gave his weekly Christian Evangel, based in Indiana,
to the General Council at this time as well.  Shortly before the Council finished its agenda
and adjourned, Bell and Flower were elected to serve as Chairman and Secretary,
respectively, until the General Council again convened.19                 
Results of the first General Council of the Assemblies of God were both
significant and mixed.  The Minutes reflected the Council solidly recognizing ultimate
earthly authority of the Assemblies of God as specifically vested in ministers and
congregational delegates in attendance, but also generally in their independent and
sovereign congregations.  As such, the Executive Presbytery did not rule the fellowship,
rather acted to carry out the wishes of their grassroots constituency.  The General Council
     18Minutes of the Twenty-First Annual Session of the Union Baptist Association, 5; General
Council, Minutes of the General Council, April 1914, 7-8; “General Council Executive Presbytery Meeting
Minutes, 2 April 1928,” in the minute files of the General Council of the Assemblies of God Executive
Secretary, Springfield, Missouri.
     19 General Council, Minutes of the General Council, April 1914, 6, 8; J. R. Flower, “Notes from a
Sunday School Convention conducted in Springfield, Missouri” in Assemblies of God Heritage 2, no. 4
(Winter 1982-83): 6.
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was vested with those functions previously conducted under the Church of God in Christ
banner, such as maintaining a current ministers’ list, assisting missions and overseeing
publications.  This transition resulted in the loss of some Church of God in Christ
ministers, though gaining others not affiliated with them.  The Assemblies of God’s
ministerial roll grew to 513 within just a few months of its founding, with the Church of
God in Christ having 352 ministers at the time of its dissolution.20  
One of the most important aspects of this first General Council was what it did not
do, as it neither debated nor adopted, a comprehensive confession of faith or binding
doctrinal statement.  Although this might have seemed odd, the Southern Baptist
Convention delayed adoption of a confession of faith until 1925 because of concerns over
congregational sovereignty, even though they formed in 1845.  This perspective was
certainly at work in the Assemblies of God.  Similarly, the Cumberland Presbyterians
organized in 1810, but did not put forth a confession of faith until 1814.21  The
Assemblies of God intended using the Bible as its confession of faith.  The preamble of
their Constitution stated the scriptures were “the all-sufficient rule for faith and
practice.”22  Hebrews 8: 6-13, 2 Timothy 3:16 and Revelation 22:18 were cited as proof
the Bible was the ultimate standard for all matters of faith.  Beyond the basics of
     20 General Council, Minutes of the General Council, April 1914, 3-8; General Council, Minutes of
the General Council of the Assemblies of God in the United States of America, Canada and Foreign Lands,
Held at Hot Springs, Ark., April 2-12, 1914 and at the Stone Church, Chicago, Ill., November 15-29, 1914,
(n.p., n.d.), 13-16;  “Ordained Elders, Pastors, Ministers, Evangelists and Missionaries of the Churches of
God in Christ with Their Stations for 1914,” 4.
     21 General Council, Minutes of the General Council, April 1914, 3-8; Baker, Southern Baptist
Convention, 164-69, 398-99;  Buck, “Presbyterians Cumberland,” 420-21; Cumberland Presbyterian
Church, Constitution, i-89.
     22 General Council, Minutes of the General Council, April 1914, 4. 
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Evangelical faith, the Pentecostal experience was the unifying element for these
delegates.  However,  considering their differences on other issues, this was not a
completely cohesive fellowship.  Universal agreement did not exist on either the nature of
sanctification or the initial physical evidence of being baptized in the Holy Spirit.  In all
fairness, crafting a detailed doctrinal statement might not have been possible in 1914.  An
attempt to formulate one could have derailed efforts to create a more workable fellowship
than the Church of God in Christ provided.  Although this approach permitted formation
of the Assemblies of God, it did not eliminate underlying differences or prevent them
from later being thrust back into the forefront, demanding resolution.23
Shortly after the first General Council concluded, J. R. Flower published an article
by B. F. Lawrence in the Christian Evangel seeking to scripturally defend and promote
the label Assembly of God.  He explained, “The most of us know that the Greek word,
‘ecclesia,’ translated ‘church’ in our New Testament, means literally, ‘an assembly called
together.’  So that ‘Assembly of God’ means ‘an assembly, called by God, and belonging
to God.’”24  He went on to discuss the Biblical composition and functions of the
Assemblies of God, specifying the roles of local congregations, elders, deacons, ministers
and teachers.  Following publication of Council events in the Word and Witness, both it
and the Christian Evangel were moved to Findlay, Ohio at T. K. Leonard’s invitation to
combine these papers with his own printing plant.  Because the fellowship’s printing
needs were still too much for this combined operation to best manage alone, a local
newspaper was contracted to physically print these periodicals, while Bell, Flower and
     23Ibid., 3-8; Menzies, 104; Blumhofer, 1: 213-21.   
     24Lawrence, “The Assembly of God,” 5;     
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Flower’s sister-in-law took care of the periodicals’ other duties.  This arrangement was
not entirely suitable, prompting relocation of the entire operation to St. Louis in early
1915.25
Prior to General Council in April, some within Pentecostal circles claimed this
meeting would adopt a human creed, accompanied by creation of a strong national
government that would force its views on the constituency and oust dissenters.  Just four
months following the first General Council, the Christian Evangel began publishing
notices for a second one.26  Its advertised purpose was not for holding a great revival
meeting, or attempting to legislate laws or formulating articles of faith, rather for
considering “methods for cementing together the hearts of the Pentecostal people as one
in effective service for God and lost souls.”27  Following his election to the Executive
Presbytery, R. L. Erickson invited the Assemblies of God to use the facilities of Stone
Church in Chicago to host the next Council, since he was serving as pastor there.  The
Council was scheduled for 15 through 29 November 1914, with an invitation extended to
all Pentecostal ministers and assemblies, stating, 
If you believe in the Full Gospel, the Baptism of the Holy Ghost with the signs
following, believe in pushing this great message through our missionaries to the
end of the earth, if you believe in love, purity, peace and co-operation, then you
are invited, regardless of your local name.28  
     25Lawrence, “The Assembly of God,” 5-6;  Flower, “Lecture Notes,” 24;  Flower, “Notes from a
Sunday School Convention,” 6-7.
     26“Great November Meeting of Assemblies of God at the Stone Church, Chicago, November 15 th
to 29 th, 1914,” Christian Evangel no. 55 (22 August 1914): 1, digital facsimile CD ROM, Pentecostal
Evangel Interactive, 1913-21 (Springfield, Missouri: Flower Pentecostal Heritage Center, 2000).
     27Ibid.
     28“Great November Meeting,” Christian Evangel, 1. 
267
It had quickly become apparent that since not enough organizational structure had been
created at the first Council to adequately take care of missionary needs, changes were
needed. 
The Council’s first business session began on Monday, 16 November, with
Chairman E. N. Bell bringing the meeting to order.  This Council responded to its critics
by making the Executive Presbytery more representative of the fellowship, expanding its
number from twelve to sixteen, with all but one of its new members coming from either
southern or western states.  Creation of Assemblies of God regional associations for
better understanding their workers activities and coordination of the fellowship’s ministry
was recognized and accepted as a needed and progressive step.  As a result by mid-
summer District Councils, or state organizations, had been formed in Oklahoma, Iowa
and Texas.  
The General Council also acknowledged the importance of its printing operations
to both domestic and foreign ministries.  This was thought crucial to forming Pentecostal
centers, through periodicals disseminating their views and raising funds for missions.  To
assist this effort, they passed a resolution authorizing the Executive Presbytery to raise a
minimum of $5,000 for acquiring additional printing equipment.  Although no doctrinal
matters were taken up during the business sessions, those afforded the pulpit during
worship sessions focused upon accepted fundamental beliefs and steered clear of
controversial doctrines.  Before the Council’s conclusion on 23 November, it 
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unanimously adopted a resolution reaffirming sincere cooperation and prayers for
Pentecostal evangelism.29   
E. N. Bell closed 1914 by reminding Christian Evangel readers of the
Assemblies’ of God continuing commitment to the power of the Holy Spirit,
proclamation of holy living and world evangelism.  He argued for continuing non-
sectarianism and toleration within the fellowship, saying,
If you have the blood of Jesus on your soul, you are our brother.  We are
opposed to all factions, all disobedience to God and contrary divisions, strife
about words to no profit and to all sectarianism everywhere. . . .
In things not sinful we believe in long suffering and great toleration.  We do
not believe in compromising with sin and uncleanness under a false plea for
toleration. . . .
We may not yet be able to all see alike, but we can love each other, we can
refuse to break the unity of the Spirit over non-essentials, over men’s notions,
theories and interpretations. . . .  
We stand for liberty in the Holy Ghost, but not anarchy and fanaticism.  We
stand for freedom from formalism and unscriptural ties; but do not stand for
license to tear down God’s work which other faithful men have built up.  We
honor the ties of love and fellowship in the Holy Ghost.30 
     
Bell reflected the desire of mainstream thought in the Assemblies of God to avoid making
issues out of non-essential matters of faith, to afford individual latitude instead.  The 
problem with this approach was that the lack of clearly defined and binding parameters of
orthodoxy left the door open to major doctrinal schisms within the fellowship.
     29General Council of the Assemblies of God, Minutes of the General Council of the Assemblies of
God, April 1914,  and at the Stone Church, Chicago, Ill., November 15-29, 1914, 8-12; “General Council
Great Success,” Christian Evangel no. 69 (5 December 1914): 1, digital facsimile CD ROM, Pentecostal
Evangel Interactive, 1913-21 (Springfield, Missouri: Flower Pentecostal Heritage Center, 2000); “District
Councils Established,” Christian Evangel no. 55 (22 August 1914): 1-2, digital facsimile CD ROM,
Pentecostal Evangel Interactive, 1913-21 (Springfield, Missouri: Flower Pentecostal Heritage Center,
2000).
     30E. N. Bell, “The General Council Purposes: Some Things for Which the General Council of the
Assemblies of God Stands Committed in the Lord and Before the World,” Christian Evangel no. 71 (19
December 1914): 1, digital facsimile CD ROM, Pentecostal Evangel Interactive, 1913-21 (Springfield,
Missouri: Flower Pentecostal Heritage Center, 2000).
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Despite efforts for unity and harmony, 1915 witnessed the Assemblies of God
struggling with a doctrinal issue threatening its survival as an organized fellowship.  The
root of this challenge began in April 1913 during a Pentecostal camp meeting near Los
Angeles, at Arroyo Secco.  One of its participants, John C. Scheppe, testified to receiving
a revelation early one morning concerning the preeminence of Jesus’ name for conducting
Pentecostal ministry and water baptisms.  Many at the meeting accepted his testimony,
resulting in a number of believers being either baptized or re-baptized in Jesus’ name
along the Pacific shore near Longbeach, California.  This doctrine came to be known as
Oneness theology, or Pentecostal Unitarianism, at odds with orthodox Christianity’s
belief in the Trinity and its practice of baptizing converts in the name of the Father, Son
and Holy Spirit.  Many Oneness adherents came to view conversions as incomplete unless
candidates were specifically baptized in Jesus name and spoke in tongues.  Within the
Assemblies of God, this doctrinal perspective was initially referred to as the New Issue. 
Oneness proponents attempted popularizing their views among Pentecostals through print
and pulpit, succeeding in spreading eastward past St. Louis by January 1915.31 
A number of Weekly Evangel articles defending traditional Trinitarianism were
published in 1915.  E. N. Bell’s “Baptized Once For All,” published in its 27 March
issue, attempted to counter and put to rest Oneness views on water baptism, arguing, 
The editor has been asked who are proper candidates for baptism, . . .
Our answer to the above question is that people should repent of their sins and
commit themselves in a personal surrender to Jesus Christ with faith in Him for
salvation before being baptized in water, and when one has given a creditable
profession of repentance toward God and faith in the Lord Jesus Christ he should
be accepted, without hesitation, as a candidate for baptism and be baptized. . . .
     31Flower, “Lecture Notes,” 24A-25.  
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Search the New Testament from Matthew to Revelation and we do not find
where any person who received Christian baptism was ever rebaptized.  Not even
the Apostles, who were baptized with John’s baptism, . . . we do not find them
being rebaptized. . . .
So then our sins are actually taken away through the blood of Christ by the
power of the Holy Ghost, and they are figuratively washed away in water baptism.
. . .
Let us have the forms which the Son of God has commanded in the New
Testament but let us not get lost in the forms but see in them the pictures of
realities, the symbols of glorious truth and the public method provided by the Lord
whereby we may express these truths before the eyes of living men and women.32 
True to his Baptist roots, Bell argued for administration of water baptism to only those
confessing belief and reception of the gospel message.  Once this was done, it never need
be repeated.  He insisted that baptism was only an outward and public means of
professing one’s conversion experience.  This ran against the grain of Oneness thought,
since they maintained baptism in Jesus’ name was an integral part of securing salvation
and not merely a testimony to conversion.  Bell also argued against the Oneness practice
of re-baptizing any professing Christian not already baptized in Jesus’ name, declaring it
unsupportable by the New Testament.     
D. W. Kerr, an Executive Presbyter, published “Spontaneous Theology” in the
Weekly Evangel’s 17 April issue, arguing Trinitarian doctrine’s as easily observable in the
Scriptures, saying, 
The Trinity of God is taught in the Old Testament without any special effort
being detected of doing so.  God speaks of Himself as ‘Us’ in the spontaneous
narrative of man’s creation.  ‘Like One of Us,’ is woven into the story of the fall
of man, and so throughout the entire record from Genesis to Malachi.
The New Testament differs from the Old, in that the speaker is, for a while,
personally and visibly present.  But the revelation of God is carried forward in the
same conversational way.  The most profound mysteries concerning the Triune
     32E. N. Bell, “Baptized Once For All: Who Should Be Baptized.  How Often They Should Be
Baptized.  The Proper Method of Dealing With Those Who Failed To Understand its Meaning.  The Actual
and the Figurative,”Weekly Evangel no. 83 (27 March 1915): 1,3, digital facsimile CD ROM, Pentecostal
Evangel Interactive, 1913-21 (Springfield, Missouri: Flower Pentecostal Heritage Center, 2000).
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God in the relation of the Father, Son and Holy Spirit, are revealed in the
discourses and arguments which Jesus had with the people of His time.  The
deepest spiritual truths flowed out of personal talks which Jesus had with his
disciples, or with some of those who sought His help. . . .
It is true that John, in the opening verses of the Gospel, gives us a theological
statement of the pre-existence of Jesus as the Word with God through whom all
things were created, but in the development of the doctrine, he puts on record the
acts and words of the Lord Jesus, all of which proceed spontaneously without
labor or study, from the hidden fulness of His divine nature.33
 E. N. Bell’s “To Act In The Name Of Another” was published 1 May 1915,
addressing rising confusion and strife from promulgation of Oneness views, saying, 
In these days of confusion and battle, when there is much contention about
words, against which the Apostle warned Christ’s ministers (I Tim. 6:4) it will be
well quietly to study God’s meaning of the phrases so much used. ‘In the name of
Jesus Christ’ is assumed by some to be a fixed formula of words to be pronounced
as a certain act is being performed, while others insist that it means nothing of the
sort. . . .
This study hopes to be an impartial study of the Word of God itself to bring out 
the scriptural meaning of acting in the name of another.  We cannot change God’s
Word to please our friends or to satisfy our enemies if we have any.34 
In over a full page of discussion, Bell examined a dozen different ways the name of Jesus
was used in Scripture in conjunction with acting in his name.  He sought to let this
examination speak for itself and did not forcefully press his views against Oneness
adherents. 
Bell concluded this argument by publishing part two of “To Act In The Name Of
Another” the following week, insisting,
This study is solely in the interest of Bible truth, as we believe impartial truth
from God’s book given in love and sweetness, but straight from the Word without
     33D. W. Kerr, “Spontaneous Theology,” Weekly Evangel no. 86 (17 April 1915): 3, digital
facsimile CD ROM, Pentecostal Evangel Interactive, 1913-21 (Springfield, Missouri: Flower Pentecostal
Heritage Center, 2000). 
     34E. N. Bell,  “To Act In The Name Of Another,” Weekly Evangel no. 80 (1 May 1915): 1-2,
digital facsimile CD ROM, Pentecostal Evangel Interactive, 1913-21 (Springfield, Missouri: Flower
Pentecostal Heritage Center, 2000).
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fear of any man or favor to any man--that truth so given is the best cure on earth
for errors in religious teachings.  God help me to present the truth solely for
Christ’s glory, free from party strife, and help the readers to follow the Word of
the Lord, if it overthrows all previous notions.  God is Lord and we should obey
Him.  Why should I have any pet notions I care to uphold than the simple Word of
God!35  
           
Despite Bell’s gentleness in dealing with this topic, he was nonetheless clear in pointing
out the need for addressing doctrinal error.  By holding up the Bible as the final word for
accepting doctrinal tenets, he sought to undercut both claims of extra-Biblical revelations
for formulating doctrine and the existence of factions seeking to support Oneness
thought. 
In the Weekly Evangel’s last May issue, Bell attempted to accentuate positive
conditions within the Assemblies of God, while also giving some candid comments about
the Oneness issue.  He rejoiced over growing zeal for support and cooperation in foreign
missions, as well as the recent conclusion of a productive Executive Presbytery meeting
in St. Louis.  He reminded his readers,
We do not exist for the purpose of making creeds or for fighting of any brother,
and we greatly regret that the circumstances have demanded of us that we ask all
the dear brethren to give us for doctrines a ‘Thus Saith the Lord’ and not so-called
revelations.  We are praying that God will give our dear brethren on the Coast
who are leading in the new issue, a hearty spirit of love and of forbearance in
keeping the unity of the Spirit in peace with other saints while striving for what
they believe to be the unity of the faith.  We pray that God will deliver them from
making their new revelation fundamental to the issue, instead of standing alone on
the written scriptures as illuminated by the Holy Ghost.  We pray too as much for
ourselves that we may see all the truth of God as it is in the New Testament and in
a spirit of love and patience to stand for the same.  It will be a most unfortunate
thing for the Pentecostal saints if the spirit of battle, contention and party strife
raises so high as to raise clouds of smoke in jealousies and prejudices that will 
hide from either of our vision the faith of Christ and His Apostles which was once
for all delivered to the saints. . . .
     35Bell, “To Act In The Name Of Another,” Weekly Evangel (8 May 1915): 1.
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Let us hope and pray for a speedy solution of this issue that it may not mar the
otherwise glorious horizon in God’s vineyard of coming progress in the light and   
in the spirit of co-operation and advancement in the things of the Kingdom of
God.36    
         
He was in part responding to Oneness advocates’ claim that their Trinitarian counterparts
possessed no divine authority for supporting their beliefs and practices.  Bell countered by
pointing out Trinitarian views were taught in the Scriptures, whereas Oneness views were
not, since they depended upon claims of a modern revelation instead.          
Bell pressed traditional Trinitarian views in June issues of the Weekly Evangel,
beginning with “The Sad New Issue.”  He insisted the New Issue was not new at all, as it
had already been debated and settled in the early years of the church’s existence.  Still, he
called for an atmosphere of love to prevail over doctrinal strife, saying,
What a pity we have to fight the old fight all over again, as if a new discovery
had just been made--fight it over to much division and strife and to the stumbling
of God’s little ones, and to the ridicule of outsiders who are well enough informed
to know we are only butting our brains out over a problem nearly 2000 years old,-
-ignorantly calling it a new issue and revelation!  Brethren, let us not have strife
over this but let love for one another and unity in the Spirit prevail everywhere.37    
 
He continued his polemic efforts in the next issue, with “The ‘Acts’ on Baptism in
Christ’s Name Only,” declaring,
This claim of a new revelation simply cannot stand in the face of the explicit
command indisputable of the living Son of God to ‘baptize in the name of the
Father and of the Son and of the Holy Ghost,’ matt. 28:19.  In charity and love,
the editor can bear in respect to his brethren’s conviction that baptism in the name
of Jesus Christ only is baptism, also out of reverence for what might have been
considered by the Apostles as the fair equivalent of what Jesus has commanded. . .
     36E. N. Bell, “The Great Outlook,” Weekly Evangel no. 92 (29 May 1915): 3-4, digital facsimile
CD ROM, Pentecostal Evangel Interactive, 1913-21 (Springfield, Missouri: Flower Pentecostal Heritage
Center, 2000).
     37E. N. Bell,  “The Sad New Issue,” Weekly Evangel no. 93 (5 June 1915): 3, digital facsimile CD
ROM, Pentecostal Evangel Interactive, 1913-21 (Springfield, Missouri: Flower Pentecostal Heritage
Center, 2000).
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. but when one saved and filled with the Holy Ghost has been immersed in Bible
order and in good faith, with the invocation Jesus gave, and then this person is
proselyted to reject the command of Jesus, go back on this as baptism, and take
something else with the deliberate intention of denying mention of the Father and
of the Holy Ghost--to say the least of it, we cannot admit the person is any better
baptized than before. . . . I cannot approve of this denial of the validity of baptism
merely because the words Jesus commanded were used.  Never!  I cannot go back
on my Lord like this.38 
In June, the Executive Presbytery decided it was time to issue an official statement
concerning their rejection of the New Issue’s underlying premise of using claims of a new
revelation as their basis for Oneness doctrine, instead of demonstrating it scripturally,
declaring, 
We stand for everything clearly revealed and set forth in the written Word of
God. . . .
On the other hand we are not at all at liberty to make an issue out of humanly
coined phrases not found in the Word of God. . . . We cannot accept a doctrine
merely because some claim to have a modern revelation to that effect.
For instance, such statements as ‘the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of
the Holy Ghost is Jesus Christ;’ that ‘Christ is the Holy Ghost;’ . . . . Now these
and other extra statements not being found in the Word of God, we are profoundly
convinced that it is a serious mistake to make the acceptance of such phrases and
sentences, not found in the scriptures, an issue or basis of fellowship, or basis of
contention and division among the saints and assemblies. . . .
We cannot hold or contend for any doctrine for which we do not have a ‘thus
saith the Lord.’  We exhort the saints everywhere to ‘hold a straight course in the
Word of God,’ and to hold fast the form of sound words, even the words of the
Lord Jesus.39
Bell continued reasoning with the Oneness faction in the 3 July issue of the
Weekly Evangel.  In “Scriptural Varieties On Baptismal Formula,” he argued,
     38E. N. Bell, “The ‘Acts’ on Baptism in Christ’s Name Only,” Weekly Evangel no. 94 (12 June
1915): 3, digital facsimile CD ROM, Pentecostal Evangel Interactive, 1913-21 (Springfield, Missouri:
Flower Pentecostal Heritage Center, 2000).
     39J. R. Flower, “Preliminary Statement.  Concerning the Principles Involved in the New Issue, By
the Presbytery,” Word and Witness vol. 12, no. 6 (June 1915): 1, digital facsimile CD ROM, Assemblies of
God Publications Pre-WWII (Springfield, Missouri: Flower Pentecostal Heritage Center, 2006).
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In continuing our discussion of the lamentable old but new issue made in Los
Angles over THE NAME, we again call attention to the fact that the editor with
his present light would not reject as not being Christian a baptism performed with
the formula of ‘in the name of Jesus Christ,” when this is done in good faith all
around with no fight against any other Scriptural phrase commanded by Christ or
apparently used by the Apostles.  Our opposition is not against Christ or His
Name, but against a narrower legalism than the Word of God itself. . . .
We also have a variety as to titles used.  On this point we have in scripture a
still greater variety of expressions as to the title used in baptismal formula. . . .
‘Father, Son and Holy Ghost,’ . . . ‘Jesus Christ,’ . . . ‘Lord Jesus,’ . . . ‘Lord’. . .
We see from the above that the Apostles had no fixed set of words that must be
used at all times for baptizing.  The whole spirit of the New Testament is against
such formalism and legalism. . . .
There was far more unity on water baptism before they started this issue than
there is now.  Before this, with only minor exceptions, the movement mostly
believed in practiced believers’ baptism by a single immersion in the name of the
Father, Son and Holy Ghost.  While there were exceptions, the movement was
practically a unit on being immersed after being saved.  Now they are more
divided than ever on two points that before there was practically no issue upon,
namely, the proper words to say while baptizing the candidate, and also over
water saving people.40                            
Bell’s two most important points here were his insistence for a variety of baptismal
formulas allowed by the scriptures.  He was not opposed to baptizing in Jesus name,
instead resisting the belief that this was the only scriptural formula for Christian baptism. 
Also, baptism was to only be performed for people after they confessed a conversion
experience, not for the purpose of causing conversion. 
 In this same issue of the Weekly Evangel, the first advertisement for a summer
camp meeting in Jackson, Tennessee appeared, touting Bell as a featured speaker for late
July and early August.  Another advertisement for this camp meeting in the next issue
claimed Assemblies of God sponsorship, with ministry to be conducted in Jesus’ name. 
In late July, E. N. Bell personally announced his plans to attend this camp meeting as a
     40E. N. Bell,  “Scriptural Varieties on Baptismal Formula,” Weekly Evangel no. 97 (3 July 1915):
1, digital facsimile CD ROM, Pentecostal Evangel Interactive, 1913-21 (Springfield, Missouri: Flower
Pentecostal Heritage Center, 2000).
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guest of H. G. Rodgers, the meeting organizer and pastor of an Assemblies of God
congregation in Jackson.  Bell shared the pulpit with a non-Assemblies of God speaker,
L. V. Roberts, a Oneness preacher.  Presentation of Roberts’ doctrine was followed by
both Bell and Rodgers being re-baptized in Jesus’ name.  Because of Bell’s standing as a
respected leader and speaker in the Assemblies of God, a number of laymen and ministers
followed his lead and were re-baptized.41
J. R. Flower, as office editor of the Weekly Evangel and Secretary of the General
Council of the Assemblies of God, published “Editorial Comment on Issue,” before
Bell’s appearance at the Jackson, Tennessee camp meeting.  He called for an end to
doctrinal strife, announcing a campaign to inform the Assemblies of God constituency of
Biblical truth, current events and historical facts in rebuttal of the Oneness belief and
actions.  Flower stated his desire to do this in a non-combative manner, explaining,
Papers were published from Los Angeles advocating this new issue, boldly
calling out the names of our publications and the names of our editorial staff, and
still we remained silent. . . . hoping that the reports of division and contentions
were not altogether true, and that the brethren would speedily come to their senses
and seek unity of the Spirit, rather than to ‘conquer’ the Pentecostal Movement by
their new theology. . . .
Finally . . . we were permitted to talk personally with one of these leaders,
direct from Los Angeles, and to hear for ourselves, . . . just what was being taught,
the Scriptures on which they based their contention, and what they were expecting
to do to the Pentecostal Movement as a whole.  We talked with this brother for
some hours, . . . seeking to come to some basis of understanding and fellowship,
but all in vain. . . . But this visit . . . did give us much of the information we
     41H. G. Rodgers, “Tennessee Camp,” Weekly Evangel no. 97 (3 July 1915): 2, digital facsimile CD
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Field Report,” Weekly Evangel no. 101 (31 July 1915): 1, digital facsimile CD ROM, Pentecostal Evangel
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desired, and help us to see the seriousness of the situation, which, together with
some other incidents, forced us to enter a Campaign of publicity and education to
protect the people of God from those who would come in and either ‘conquer’
them or else destroy their assemblies. . . .
We refuse, absolutely, to have anything to do with divisions and with
contentious men, and will neither open our doors to them or bid them God speed. .
. It is impossible for us to remain silent.  It would be criminal for us to do so. . . .
We must warn the people of their danger. . . . These workers are scattering over
the country. . . . They are liable to drop into your assembly any day, and the day
after, your assembly is possibly on the verge of dissolution.42
While away from his office in Springfield, Missouri that summer, Bell had the
Weekly Evangel publish his article, “Who Is Jesus Christ?  Jesus Christ Being Exalted As
The Jehovah Of The Old Testament And The True God of The New, A New realization
Of Christ As The Mighty God,” in the 14 August edition.  Prior to its publication, J. R.
Flower changed Bell’s title for the article, which originally stated the rediscovery of
Christ as Jehovah in the Old Testament.  Flower took this liberty since he saw neither
Bell, nor Oneness ministers, as having made such a rediscovery.43  In this article, Bell
argued for the deity of Jesus Christ using a number of Old and New Testament passages,
in itself within bounds of Christian orthodoxy.  However, in magnifying this doctrine at a
time when Oneness thought was gaining ground within Pentecostalism, Bell could easily
have been viewed as promoting it to the Assembles of God constituency, as seen in his
exclamation,
No man can come to God except through Jesus, and he that has the Christ or
Son hath the Father also.  They are inseparable.  You can’t get Christ without
getting God the Father also, even if you want to.  God gives Himself only in the
     42J. R. Flower, “Editorial Comment on Issue,”Weekly Evangel no. 99 (17 July 1915): 1, digital
facsimile CD ROM, Pentecostal Evangel Interactive, 1913-21 (Springfield, Missouri: Flower Pentecostal
Heritage Center, 2000).
     43E. N. Bell, “Who is Jesus Christ,” Weekly Evangel no. 103 (14 August 1915): 1, digital
facsimile CD ROM, Pentecostal Evangel Interactive, 1913-21 (Springfield, Missouri: Flower Pentecostal
Heritage Center, 2000);  Flower, “Lecture Notes,” 25; 
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Son.  Also whoever gets Christ in His fullness gets the Holy Ghost also.  Jesus
said, ‘In that day (when ye are baptized and filled with the Holy Ghost) ye shall
know that I am in my Father, and ye in Me, and I in you.’ John 14:23 How can
they both come unto us?  Only through Christ in the Spirit.  How can they make
their abode or dwelling with us?  Only through Christ in the Spirit. . . .
Not only has the Father given Jesus His name of Lord, but He has decreed that
all men must acknowledge that he is the Lord.  So we might as well do it now.44
    The prospect of Oneness doctrine dividing or destroying the Assemblies of God
had become very apparent.  Bell attempted defusing the matter in September by devoting
a full front page article to it in the Weekly Evangel, entreatingly saying,
As a personal privilege to satisfy my own conscience towards God, I was,
sometime ago, baptized in the name of the Lord Jesus according to the uniform
practice and teaching of the apostles.  Some have thought that I meant by this far
more than I did, and by their permission I feel it only justice to the dear brethren
to explain what I did not mean and what I did mean by my action. . . .
I did not mean to join any party or faction, nor cause division or strife. . . . I am
absolutely opposed to all bitterness and strife over this or any other subject. . . .
I did not mean to sit in judgment on the consciences of my brothers and sisters
in Christ. . . . I did not mean by my act, that I would accept no one as having
Christian baptism except those baptized just exactly as I was. . . . I have urged no
one to be re-baptized, nor advised any one to be re-baptized. . . .
I had no desire for any issue to be forced upon our people, to fight or divide
over. . . .
Nor did I . . . accept the many errors stalking throughout the land. . . . The
Bible nowhere says that to be ‘born of water’ is to be ‘baptized in water.’. . .
I totally reject the teaching that no man is converted before he speaks in
tongues as the Holy Ghost gives the utterance.  I know, beyond all doubt, my sins
were taken away, that I had spiritual life and the witness of the Spirit with my
spirit, that I was a child of God, before I ever spoke in tongues.45                             
                                      
Despite Bell’s efforts to settle the Oneness issue down within the Assemblies of
God, he still took a mediating position while seeking to answer the question of proper
baptismal formula.  Should converts be baptized in the name of the Father and of the Son 
     44Bell, “Who is Jesus Christ,”1.
     45Bell, “There is Safety in Counsel,” 1.
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and of the Holy Spirit as Jesus said in Matthew 28:19, or, in Jesus’ name as Peter
explained in Acts 2:38?  Bell articulated,
I do not believe in making a hobby out of any phase of water baptism, whether
it be the mode, such as immersion, or the name to be used, or the formula in
general.  I do not believe the New Testament gives evidence that there was a
fixed, invariable formula that must be said over the person just exactly that way
and no other, to make the baptism valid. . . . Forty burials, by immersion even,
would not be Christian baptism if Jesus Christ is left out.  It is Christ in it that
makes it Christian.46                                                                                                    
    
Concerning his own re-baptism, Bell later explained a partial influence stemming from
his desire for this after leaving the Baptist fellowship, stating in a letter, 
Now it is true that the Lord blessed me in my personal attitude toward Him
when I was baptized, but there was an element in that baptism that most of the
brethren are totally unaware of.  In addition to the matter of baptism in Jesus name
I had been half convinced that my baptism by the Baptists was unsatisfactory, and
that possibly the Lord wanted me to be baptized in water by a man filled with the
Holy Ghost, and that had bobbed up more or less during all the years that I have
had the baptism experience.  It is possible that the Lord was seeking for me to
obey Him in this matter all these years.47  
                                             
In the Weekly Evangel’s 18 September issue, the Executive Presbytery issued a
half-page “Personal Statement” addressing six doctrinal matters, most dealing with facets
of the Oneness issue.  Rather than attempting to authoritatively lay down acceptable
theology to the constituency, they simply presented a declaration of their own views
pertaining to matters of faith scheduled for discussion at the next General Council in
October.  However, only seven of the sixteen Executive Presbyters signed the article:    
E. N. Bell, A. P. Collins, H. A. Goss, M. M, Pinson, J. W. Welch, H. G. Rodgers and
Daniel C. O. Opperman.  These leaders had just participated in the Arkansas District
     46Ibid. 
     47E. N. Bell, “E. N. Bell to J. C. Brickey, 20 August 1920, Jackson, Tennessee,” 1, E. N. Bell
Collection.  Flower Pentecostal Heritage Center, Springfield, Missouri.
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Council and camp meeting in Little Rock from 2 September through 12.  They believed
adverse effects of the Oneness movement necessitated a reasoned response, taking for
granted that the other Executive Presbyters would have agreed with them had they been
present, as had the Arkansas Council.  J. R. Flower, as office editor of the Weekly
Evangel, also echoed his approval.48  These Presbyters sought to provide counsel to the
fellowship through their statement, saying,
That the essential thing in Christian baptism is the burial . . . and that its
validity should not be repudiated solely because of some slight variation repeated
over him in the act; . . . 
That the Scriptures give no example of any one who has once had a Christian
baptism over being re-baptized. . . .
That, therefore, re-baptizing of converts who have been once buried with
Christ in baptism should be discouraged. . . .
All division or strife over mere phrases, as that there should be a fixed or
invariable formula, is wrong on both sides of the question; but this does not
prevent anyone from setting forth his own conviction on the matter in the proper
spirit and where authorized so to do. . . .                     
We reject, as totally unscriptural, the teaching that being born anew is the same
as being baptized with the Holy Ghost. . . .
We hold that Jesus is the Son of the living God and that the living God is the
Father of Jesus, and are opposed to all such unscriptural teaching as that the Son is
his own Father.  This would be an absurdity. . . .
Nothing is more unscriptural than that the word “Christ” means the Holy
Ghost. . . .but the word ‘Christ’ means anointed . . .
There are growing up about us some unruly, unteachable and factious men who
profess to be true ministers of Jesus Christ, but who misrepresent Him both in not
having a Christ-like spirit and in not living sober, Godly, straight and truthful
lives. . . . causing here and there both strife and division.  Now it is with great
grief and sorrow of heart that these wrongs drive us to say that we must refuse to 
     48Executive Presbytery of the General Council of the Assemblies of God, “Personal Statement,”
Weekly Evangel no. 108 (18 September 1915): 2, digital facsimile CD ROM, Pentecostal Evangel
Interactive, 1913-21 (Springfield, Missouri: Flower Pentecostal Heritage Center, 2000); J. R. Flower, “A
Statement By The Presbyters,” Weekly Evangel no. 108 (18 September 1915): 2, digital facsimile CD
ROM, Pentecostal Evangel Interactive, 1913-21 (Springfield, Missouri: Flower Pentecostal Heritage
Center, 2000).
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fellowship such conduct or approve any such with papers of recommendation. . . .
Paul says,”Mark them that cause divisions * * * and avoid them.’ Rom. 16:1749      
                                                                                          
Both Flower and Bell made special appeals to the Assemblies of God constituency
for attending the upcoming General Council.50  Bell stated, 
There never was such a tremendous need in this movement for all lovers of the
truth to come to the coming St. Louis Council to stand together in love for truth
against error, for love against harshness, for the written Word of God against all
private revelations that do not agree with the same, for loving, free cooperation as
against wildcat fanaticism and individual bossism.  Let all who believe in these
things come.51
Despite Bell’s assertion of Trinitarian views and plea for unity, he stayed on the field and
out of his St. Louis office for the rest of the year.  Internal tensions grew before the St.
Louis Council began, with some ministers believing the Oneness faction had received a
genuine revelation, but exercising caution against being pulled into doctrinal error.52
The approaching General Council was seen as an opportune means for more
directly addressing the Oneness issue.53  Ten days of Council began 1 October 1915 at
Turner Hall in St. Louis.  As with the two previous Councils, the first three days and
evenings were devoted to worship services.  These were open to the public, resulting in a
number of testimonies regarding salvation and baptism in the Holy Spirit.  Reportedly,
     49Executive Presbytery, “Personal Statement,” Weekly Evangel, 2.
     50J. R. Flower, “Notice To Those Coming To Council in St. Louis,” Weekly Evangel no. 108 (18
September 1915): 1, digital facsimile CD ROM, Pentecostal Evangel Interactive, 1913-21 (Springfield,
Missouri: Flower Pentecostal Heritage Center, 2000).
     51Bell, “There is Safety in Counsel,”1.
     52Flower, “Lecture Notes,” 25-26; 
     53J. R. Flower, “A Call For Council,” Weekly Evangel no. 103 (14 August 1915): 2, digital
facsimile CD ROM, Pentecostal Evangel Interactive, 1913-21 (Springfield, Missouri: Flower Pentecostal
Heritage Center, 2000).
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neither side of the Oneness question showed signs of allowing their differences to hinder
them in their worship experiences.  J. W. Welch was elected as temporary chairman to
initiate the opening  business session since neither Collins, the chairman, or D. C. O.
Opperman, the assistant chairman, had yet arrived.  Welch was then elected permanent
chairman and William Schell assistant chairman, with Flower re-elected to continue
serving as secretary.  The Council unanimously reaffirmed its Constitution as adopted at
the Hot Springs Council in 1914.  Bell and Collins were present for the second day of
business sessions, appointed to serve with Schell and Jessie Haywood to lead in a
discussion of water baptism’s mode and formula.  On motion, the resolution calling for
this debate was amended by striking mode of baptism from discussion, indicating the
Council’s desire to not become entangled in deciding whether immersion, pouring or
sprinkling was scripturally correct.  This prompted Schell to withdraw from the
discussion panel, as he apparently thought the issue of baptismal mode should be settled,
resulting in his replacement by Jacob Miller.  
The rest of that day was spent discussing the formula for water baptism, agreeing
to extend the Hot Springs Council’s spirit of liberality to the issue.  The body adopted a
statement reflecting the Council’s doctrinal attitude, utilizing block quotations from the
Executive Presbyters’ September “Personal Statement.”54  However, the Council went
beyond the Presbyters’ views, by stating, 
That the matter, therefore, of general re-baptizing should not be pressed upon
the saints by the preacher; that the only reason for re-baptizing any person is that
his former baptism, taken as a whole, is to the conscience of the candidate not
     54General Council of the Assemblies of God, Minutes of the General Council of the Assemblies of
God in the United States of America, Canada and Foreign Lands, Held at Turner Hall, St. Louis, MO.
October 1-10, 1915, ([St. Louis: Gospel Publishing House, 1915]), 1, 3-5,12; Flower, “Lecture Notes,” 26;
“Executive Presbytery Personal Statement,” 2.
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Christian baptism; that in such cases of individual conscience any minister or
other persons should have full liberty to be baptized, so long as he stays within the
Scriptures on the subject; and it is hereby understood that any minister has perfect
liberty, without censure from any one, to baptize such persons whose consciences
are not satisfied that they have fully obeyed God in Christian baptism. . . .
This Council refuses to attempt to bind the consciences of men on this matter,
refuses to draw any line of Christian fellowship or of ministerial fellowship on
either side of the question over the matter of baptismal formula, so long as the
person concerned on either side keeps a sweet Christian spirit, is not factious,
does not tear up assemblies or does not disregard the Scriptural officers in charge
of local assemblies.  We extend to both sides a welcome hand of fellowship so
long as they are Christian in spirit and in conduct, but if either side depart from
such a spirit and conduct we cannot fellowship such conduct or spirit.55                   
       
The Council adopted another resolution on baptism the next day following a two-
hour discourse by William Schell on the Apostolic Fathers’ views on baptismal formulas. 
It stated,
Resolved that it is the sense of this Council that the substitution of the name of
‘Jesus Christ’ for the word ‘Son’ (Matt. 28:19) would better harmonize Matt.         
28:19 with the book of Acts (Acts 2:38; 8:16; 10:48; 19:5) and, as a formula,
would be preferable to the use of any one passage to the exclusion of the other.56    
        
This action created a blending of baptismal formulas under debate.  Instead of ministers
baptizing in the name the Father, Son and Holy Spirit, as given in Matthew 28:19, or in
Jesus’ name, as given in Acts 2:38, this provided for baptizing in the name of the Father,
Jesus Christ and Holy Spirit.  Again, doctrinal matters were taken up the following day. 
Use of wine for communion services instead of grape juice was rejected by the Resolution
Committee.  The body also adopted a resolution expressing the Council’s attitude on four
doctrinal points: the new birth, Spirit and the blood, Father and Son,  and Christ and the
Holy Ghost.  This statement was largely an adaptation of block quotations from the
     55 General Council, Minutes of the General Council, 1915, 5-6.  
     56Ibid., 6. 
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Presbyters’ September “Personal Statement,” its adoption gave it sanction of the General
Council in session.57 
The effects of doctrinal differences impacted the Council’s political decisions for
the following year, as seen in Bell’s temporary loss of some confidence and popularity. 
Although he and his close associate Collins were not returned as Executive Presbyters
during the first round of a two-part nomination and election process, they were in the
second.  This may have been indicative of the constituency’s majority having a measure
of displeasure with Bell’s role in the Oneness controversy, though not desiring his
outright rejection by turning him out of office.  On the other hand, J. W. Welch was
appointed Missionary Secretary, along with his duties as Chairman responsible for
receiving and disbursing missions’ contributions received by the General Council offices
in St. Louis, Missouri.  A Credential Committee composed of Welch, Flower and H. A.
Goss was appointed by the Executive Presbytery to serve in processing ministerial
credential applications, as well as provide approved clergy with certificates of fellowship.
The Council also adopted a resolution creating a Managing Committee to oversee
Gospel Publishing House, vesting the Executive Presbytery with authority to appoint its
members, resulting in the selection of Welch, Flower and Schell.  In the Weekly
Evangel’s last issue prior to Council, Bell was listed as its Editor in Chief and Flower its
Office Editor.  However, in its first issue after Council, Welch was announced as Bell’s
replacement.  Flower said this stemmed from Bell tending his resignation in May in order
to launch out into other areas of ministry, though the Executive Presbytery felt it would 
not be practical to replace him until later.  Bell continued supplying articles for the
     57Ibid., 6, 8. 
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Weekly Evangel, as seen in the 2 October edition, “Bro. Bell On The Trinity: The One 
God manifested in Three Persons taught in the Word, The Son especially being exalted in
this age,” where he presented a traditional explanation of the Trinity.58 
The 1915 General Council’s outcome was lukewarm in dealing with the Oneness
issue.  On one hand, most Oneness tenets were rejected by resolutions adopted, as was
divisive conduct.  But on the other hand, there were really no teeth to these resolutions, as
nothing truly compulsory for the constituency was adopted.  The Assemblies of God were
attempting to hold together their fledgling Pentecostal fellowship, but without the benefit
of a binding set of foundational beliefs held in common by their ministers and
congregations.  Undoubtably, this was done out of an abhorrence of creeds and desire for
tolerance in allowing for individual differences in theology.  Other than avoiding an
outright breach within their fellowship, this approach accomplished very little, thus
setting the stage for a continuing doctrinal crisis and only postponing a definite settlement
of the Oneness issue until later.                                                   
     58Minutes of the General Council, 1915, 6-7; Flower, “Lecture Notes,” 27; “Weekly Evangel,”
Weekly Evangel no. 110 (2 October 1915): 2, digital facsimile CD ROM, Pentecostal Evangel Interactive,
1913-21 (Springfield, Missouri: Flower Pentecostal Heritage Center, 2000); J. R. Flower, “A Change of
Editors,”Weekly Evangel no. 111 (16 October 1915): 2, digital facsimile CD ROM, Pentecostal Evangel
Interactive, 1913-21 (Springfield, Missouri: Flower Pentecostal Heritage Center, 2000); E. N. Bell,  “Bro.
Bell On The Trinity: The One God manifested in Three Persons taught in the Word, The Son especially
being exalted in this age,” Weekly Evangel no. 114 (6 November 1915): 1, digital facsimile CD ROM,




The Statement of Fundamental Truths
Since the 1915 General Council failed to resolve the Oneness issue, Assemblies of
God leaders continued efforts to counter its effects, using the Weekly Evangel as a pulpit
in addressing its 3,000 subscribers.  Editorials and articles extolled virtues of unity,
fellowship and Biblically based teachings, while rejecting disunity, unscriptural doctrine
and divisive attitudes.  Some articles were direct in opposing Oneness tenets and conduct,
while others offered polemic rebuttals by implication.1  As 1916 unfolded, the
Assemblies of God leadership became convinced it would be costlier to postpone
settlement of the Oneness issue than the probable losses resulting from squarely facing it.  
By June, Chairman Welch recognized the approaching General Council as both
the occasion and means for firmly addressing the matter, declaring, 
Much is to be said and much is to be considered in the matter of unity and
scriptural order in the church of our day. . . . Beyond question, the many
weaknesses discernible in the present day condition of the Movement that have
resulted from the outpouring of the spirit in Pentecostal measure, . . . are due to
the fact that many men and women . . . have made no practical effort at
establishing unity and order. . . .
Action in the matter of Scriptural unity, order and government in the church, is
what is needed, and required for all. . . . There are many who, having suffered
from the failure of other days to bring the desired conditions, and realizing the
danger in the exclusiveness of sectarianism, are content to avoid all effort at co-
operative fellowship or bible order in the Church. . . .
In this issue another call to assemble ourselves together in council is now
made. . . . It is a call for the saints who have entered in upon a life of devotion,
having made a full consecration and having received the Spirit, to come together
for a full discussion of matters that pertain to truth; and to establish a plane of
fellowship in the truth that will conform to the Word of God. . . .
     1“An Increase in the Family,”Weekly Evangel no. 139 (20 May, 1916): 1, digital facsimile CD
ROM, Pentecostal Evangel Interactive, 1913-1921 (Springfield, Missouri: Flower Pentecostal Heritage
Center, 2000);  J. W. Welch, “A Personal Word from the Editor,” Weekly Evangel no. 112 (23 October,
1916): 2, digital facsimile CD ROM, Pentecostal Evangel Interactive, 1913-1921 (Springfield, Missouri:
Flower Pentecostal Heritage Center, 2000).         
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The time has come for the interpretation of what scriptural teaching and
conduct is.  The time of sifting and solidifying is here. . . . It is time to take our
bearings and to assure ourselves before God.  It is not time--and never will be--for
strife and contention for the sake of a conquest of the Church.2     
The fourth General Council commenced 1 October 1916 with Sunday morning
worship at Bethel Chapel in St. Louis, Missouri.  D.W. Kerr delivered a sermon
concerning the sacrifice of Christ and its representation in communion.  A.P. Collins
brought the early afternoon message, encouraging the Council to make certain everyone
was prepared for the rapture of the church.3  Andrew D. Ursham of Persia gave the
evening address, discussing the complete sufficiency of Christ.  These services were
characterized in the General Council Minutes as exhibiting a climate of praise, unity and
hunger for God.4  Chairman J.W. Welch called the first business session to order on
Monday morning at 10:00.  In his opening statement, he noted the General Council “shall
be Scriptural so long as we hold to the Word of God in the Spirit of Jesus.”5  
This remark may have reflected his belief that the Assemblies of God had
decisions to make which would indicate whether or not they remained a fellowship in
agreement with biblical teachings.  A motion then carried appointing E. N. Bell, S.A.
Jamieson, D. W. Kerr, T. K. Leonard and Stanley Frodsham as the five members
comprising the Council Committee on Resolutions.  This committee introduced a number
     2J. W. Welch, “Editorial,” Weekly Evangel no. 145, (24 June 1916): 3, 7, digital facsimile CD
ROM, Pentecostal Evangel Interactive, 1913-1921 (Springfield, Missouri: Flower Pentecostal Heritage
Center, 2000).
     3Rapture was the term used in speaking of belief in a future removal of all Christians to heaven,
with the righteous dead resurrected at that time.
     4General Council, Minutes of the General Council, 1916, 1-3.
     5Ibid.                                                     
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of resolutions the following morning.  The first five were all adopted, concerned with
general and executive presbyters, Gospel Publishing House, forming a standing
Credential Committee, General Council office space, endorsement of missionaries and
ordination of new ministers.  
The Gospel Publishing House resolution resulted in it being institutionalized as
the official Assemblies of God organ, under complete control of the Executive
Presbytery.  This action was important for at least two reasons.  First, its legal ownership
was transferred to the General Council.  Second, control over the content of materials
published each week was broadened to include all the top Assemblies of God leadership. 
This not only provided potential for greater doctrinal security, but added weight from the
leadership’s authority to the Evangel and other items published.  The sixth resolution was
an incomplete doctrinal statement, discussed at length by the Council before being
referred back to committee for revisions.  The reworked statement was given back to the
Council Wednesday morning, whereupon it was decided to debate and vote on each of its
several points separately.  Work on the statement was taken up again Thursday morning,
with several sections edited and adopted.  However, it was not until the statement was
debated on Friday and Saturday that all its sections were revised and adopted in their final
forms.  The completed document was named A Statement of Fundamental Truths, with
inclusion of seventeen major tenets of faith and several sub-sections for further
clarification.6 
     6Ibid., 4-9.  See the appendix for the complete Statement of Fundamental Truths.
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Of the three other resolutions passed on Thursday, two had some bearing on the
implementation of the Statement of Fundamental Truths.  A resolution regarding
violations of ministerial courtesy stated,
That . . . all ministers are advised against interfering with others who may have
charge of an assembly . . . or by such correspondence with the members of the
assembly as will effect the influence of its leader. . . . Such matters will seriously
affect the granting of annual Fellowship Certificates and may be the basis of their
recall.7
This indicated the Council’s willingness to use disciplinary action against any of its
ministers causing difficulties between other pastors and their congregations, particularly
resulting from their disagreement with the Statement of Fundamental Truths.  Although
doctrinal issues were the major causes of trouble the Council had in mind, this provision
could have been interpreted to include interference with congregational matters for other
reasons.  Any minister considering ignoring the possibility of disciplinary action was put
on notice that disapproved conduct could cost him his ministerial credentials.  An
adopted resolution concerning a baptismal formula was aimed at settling confusion and
strife surrounding the Oneness issue.  In discussing whether converts should be baptized
in Jesus’ name or in the name of the Father, Son and Holy Spirit, it declared, “we hereby
disapprove of contending for the one to the exclusion of or as against the other.”8  It was
furthermore recommended that Assemblies of God ministers include the Trinitarian
formula with whatever complete formula was used.  
The Assemblies of God moved quickly to insure all its ministers were in
agreement with the Statement of Fundamental Truths.  The Council authorized creation
     7Ibid., 8.  
     8Ibid.
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of a standing Credential Committee on the second day of business, comprised of the
Chairman and Secretary.  This committee was given responsibility for issuing a new type
of certificate of fellowship to its ministers, renewable annually.  Ministers in good
standing were to receive new certificates after returning their old ones to the General
Council offices.  The Credential Committee was instructed to ask both applicants for first
time credentials and those renewing annual certificates of fellowship whether they were
in agreement with the Statement of Fundamental Truths.9  The committee was
admonished to
Issue credentials to those who agree, and to refuse to those who seriously
disagree; and that in the case of minor disagreements, the committee is instructed
to use its own discretion in the matter; and in the case of violations of the
agreement and the causing of trouble and division, they are instructed to deal with
the case as directed in the item pertaining to Violations of Ministerial Courtesy.10
An example of issuing new credentials to ministers not completely agreeing with all the 
Statement’s details was seen in E. N. Bell’s own application form.11
Council elections resulted in J. W. Welch, Stanley Frodsham, J. R. Flower, D. W.
Kerr and D.B. Rickard being elected as Executive Presbyters.  Welch and Frodsham were
also to serve as Chairman and Secretary, respectively.  Men selected to serve as General
Presbyters were E .N. Bell, J. T. Boddy, R.A. Brown, A.P. Collins, G. N. Eldridge, E. R.
Firizgerald, S.A. Jamieson, T. K. Leonard, D.H. McDowell, E .N. Richey and Joseph
Tunmore.  While most of these men were relatively well known to representatives at the
     9Ibid., 6, 13-14.
     10Ibid., 14.
     11“E. N. Bell’s 1917 Credential Renewal Form,” E. N. Bell Collection, Springfield, Missouri:
Flower Pentecostal Heritage Center, 1-2. 
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Council, by Frodsham’s own admission, he was propelled from virtual obscurity and into
national office.  A few weeks prior to the Council, he received a letter from Welch
probing the possibility of Frodsham coming to work on the Evangel staff.  This would
allow Frodsham to bring his experience from publishing Victory to the national weekly
magazine.  He accepted the offer, moving from San Jose, California to St. Louis shortly
before October.  As a result of these events, he was present at the Council,              
became acquainted with the national leadership, was appointed to the Resolutions
Committee and then elected to the offices of Executive Presbyter and Secretary.12
The Evangel’s first issue following the General Council began reporting on
Council events and promoting acceptance of the Statement of Fundamental Truths to the
Assemblies of God constituency.  In an editorial, J. W. Welch spoke in positive but veiled
terms, saying,
There is nothing so much to be desired as the will of God. . . .Thank God for all
the past has held for us . . . and we are rejoicing as we look to the future . . . What
the future holds for one who meets God in His purpose and plan for them, is
beyond computation . . . Let us love one another and pray for the other, that we
may not fail of the will of God for us and if the way seem hard, think often of the
glory that awaits us.13
These remarks were understood as an expression of thankfulness for past achievements
and blessings enjoyed by the Assemblies of God.  The future was viewed as possessing
greater possibilities for fruitfulness than the past, due to results of the last General
     12General Council, Minutes of the General Council, 1916, 3-4, 8-9; Stanley H. Frodsham, “A
Word from A New Member of Our Staff,” Weekly Evangel  n.o. 161, (21 October 1916): 7, digital
facsimile CD ROM, Pentecostal Evangel Interactive, 1913-1921 (Springfield, Missouri: Flower Pentecostal
Heritage Center, 2000). 
     13J. W. Welch, “The Will of God,” Weekly Evangel n.o. 161, (21 October, 1916): 3, digital
facsimile CD ROM, Pentecostal Evangel Interactive, 1913-1921 (Springfield, Missouri: Flower Pentecostal
Heritage Center, 2000).
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Council.  However, the fellowship was reminded that walking this path would not be
easy, requiring love if future potential was to become reality.  
In his account of the 1916 Council, Frodsham reminded his readers of the
Assemblies of God’s existence as a cooperative fellowship, providing Pentecostal people
with an opportunity for unity.   Despite the promising beginnings of Pentecostalism, he
argued that problems had developed due to lack of leadership and adequate doctrinal
agreement, saying, “ ‘Everyone did that which was right in his own eyes.’  This new
Spirit has crept in and brought shipwreck and havoc in many directions.”14  Frodsham
understood the most important business of this Council was to agree upon basic doctrines
held in common by this fellowship, then presenting them back to the constituency as the
Statement Fundamental Truths.  He saw Trinitarianism as the particular tenet of faith
precipitating the need for a formal doctrinal statement, since this doctrine was denied by
the Oneness faction.  In speaking of this group, he declared, 
Some of our dear brethren have, during the past year or two, run off with a little
spiritual illumination, and have landed themselves into a mirage of muddle on
some simple matters of the faith, and an endeavor to explain the . . .
incomprehensible has led them sadly astray.15  
J. R. Flower was upbeat in his comments, exclaiming “Praise God for Victory
during the General Council . . .The Lord certainly blessed abundantly above all we could
     14Stanley Frodsham, “Notes from An Eyewitness at the General Council,” Weekly Evangel n.o.
161, (21 October 1916): 4, digital facsimile CD ROM, Pentecostal Evangel Interactive, 1913-1921
(Springfield, Missouri: Flower Pentecostal Heritage Center, 2000).
     15Ibid.
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ask or think.”16  His views were best understood in light of what actually happened at the
Council, compared to a worst case scenario of other possible outcomes.  Before the
Council, there was no guarantee the fiercely independent, and loosely connected,
fellowship would be willing to take steps to form a more structured church organization. 
Should the majority of representatives not have been willing to accept changes suggested
by their leadership the results could have been disastrous.  Had cooler heads not
prevailed, the outcome might well have been the dismantling of what little structure was
created at the 1914 Council.      
Flower characterized the Council as one of  unity, despite differences of opinions
and determination to adopt a set of standard doctrinal views, explaining,
We found a fixed purpose . . . towards a clear declaration of truths for which
the Council would stand in the future. . .’We have been lying on our faces
studying God’s Word for the last two and a half years, and we are now prepared to
give a clear declaration of what we find to be scriptural teaching.’17
He did not deny there had been times when views were expressed vehemently, but
everyone generally conducted themselves in a courteous fashion.  Although some
representatives openly expressed their dissatisfaction with results of the Council, there
were no exhibitions of bitterness.  Flower also urged the fellowship’s reception of the
Fundamental Truths, pointing out the Council’s delegates were both doctrinally 
     16J. R. Flower, “Little Talks with the Office Editor,” The Weekly Evangel n.o. 161, (21 October
1916): 2, digital facsimile CD ROM, Pentecostal Evangel Interactive, 1913-1921 (Springfield, Missouri:
Flower Pentecostal Heritage Center, 2000).      
     17Joseph Flower, “The Spirit of the General Council,” Weekly Evangel n.o. 161, (21 October
1916): 8, digital facsimile CD ROM, Pentecostal Evangel Interactive, 1913-1921 (Springfield, Missouri:
Flower Pentecostal Heritage Center, 2000).
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representative of ministers throughout the Assemblies of God, and geographically
representative as well.18
By the latter part of October, Chairman Welch established offices separate from
Gospel Publishing House as directed by the last General Council, relocating to 1243
North Garrison Avenue in St. Louis.  From there, his editorials went out in an attempt to
persuade the fellowship that changes brought about by the Council were needed and
justified.  A convincing argument probably was needed, since, like many other national
conventions, only a small number of the constituency usually attended.  In the case of the
1916 General Council, only seventy-three ordained ministers were listed as delegates on
the roster, out of 598 ordained ministers listed in the 1916 ministerial directory.19
Welch attempted to strike a common chord with his readers by reminding them
that unity in the Spirit was of extreme importance to the fellowship.  However, he
asserted that unity was very difficult to maintain, saying, 
When our platform or plane of fellowship is so broad that they who seriously
disagree in matters of doctrine have equal right and liberty to preach and teach the
same assembly. . . .
Divisions. . . . grow out of a diverse ministry: a ministry [which does] not say
the same thing. . . .
Order and unity bring freedom of the Spirit, for nothing so binds and hinders as
disorder and contention.20
     18Ibid.
     19J. W. Welch, “God is Leading On,” Evangel,  (28 October 1916): 2, digital facsimile CD ROM,
Pentecostal Evangel Interactive, 1913-1921 (Springfield, Missouri: Flower Pentecostal Heritage Center,
2000);  Minutes 1916, 9-16;  Frodsham, “Notes from An Eyewitness,” 4-5; J. R. Flower, “The Council
Roll,” Weekly Evangel n.o. 161, (21 October 1916): 11, digital facsimile CD ROM, Pentecostal Evangel
Interactive, 1913-1921 (Springfield, Missouri: Flower Pentecostal Heritage Center, 2000).
     20Welch, “God is Leading On,” 2.
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He did not see division as usually originating from the membership of local churches;
rather, occurring when ministers with views differing on essential doctrines preached to
the same congregation or revival meeting.  Welch urged agreement on essential matters of
faith.  Differences of opinion over non-essential beliefs must not be allowed to form the
basis for contention.  He blamed ministers willing to see congregations divided over non-
essential doctrines as sources of strife within the fellowship.
Welch continued promoting unity of church and ministry in his 11 November
editorial.  In comparing the New Testament church to the modern church, he argued the
former had unity, whereas the latter still needed it.  Much responsibility was laid upon
Assemblies of God ministers to promote and foster unity within the constituency.  Welch
argued it was altogether reasonable in expecting clergy to accept basic doctrinal
fundamentals, asserting their acceptance would bring unity and strength to the fellowship.
Along with announcing the 1916 Minutes and Statement of Fundamental Truths were
shortly going to press, each subscriber was urged to order their copy, so they could read 
an eyewitness account of what happened at the Council and be able to carefully study the
adopted tenets of faith for themselves.21
E. N. Bell publicly entered this campaign promoting acceptance of the Statement
of Fundamental Truths by Thanksgiving.  Speaking through the Evangel, he explained
why he remained with the Assemblies of God and accepted the position of General
Presbyter following adoption of the Statement of Fundamental Truths.  He carefully
pointed out his complete opposition to using any man-made creed as a basis for
     21Welch, “The Will of God,” 2; J. W. Welch, “Great Grace Was Upon Them All,” Evangel, (11
November 1916): 8, digital facsimile CD ROM, Pentecostal Evangel Interactive, 1913-1921 (Springfield,
Missouri: Flower Pentecostal Heritage Center, 2000).
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permitting fellowship among Christians, though not seeing the Statement of Fundamental
Truths in that light.  Rather, he viewed it as simply an approval of scriptural truth and
promotive of Biblical order.  Despite Bell’s defense of Trinitarian language in the
document, he also saw nothing wrong with baptizing in Jesus’ name.  He qualified this by
insisting it not be done in denial of the trinity, since he maintained baptizing in the name
of the Father, Son and Holy Spirit was also a valid formula for baptism.  Bell rejected the
practice of re-baptizing believers for the sole purpose of desiring to use the right formula,
explaining, “If the Council had prescribed a fixed baptismal formula, with words not
found in the Bible attached . . . and had required all our preachers to say this fixed
formula . . . then I could not have remained with the Council.”22  He stated his desire to
cooperate heartily with the fellowship in its three goals: to spread the Pentecostal message
internationally to promote Biblical order in the church and engage in loving cooperation
with all Pentecostal Christians.  Considering Bell’s recent affinities with some Oneness
tenets, it was reasonable to assume that he, and other national leaders, hoped  his article
might make the difference in nudging those on the fringe of the Oneness camp to return
to Trinitarianism and the Assemblies of God.23
Beginning with the 11 November issue, the Evangel began announcing issuance
of a new form of  ministerial credential certificates to be exchanged for the old ones and
renewable annually.  Prior to receiving new credentials, ministers were required to fill out
a questionnaire asking them about their personal religious experiences, marital status,
     22E. N. Bell, “Statement of Acceptation,” Weekly Evangel, no. 166 (25 November 1916): 8, digital
facsimile CD ROM, Pentecostal Evangel Interactive, 1913-1921 (Springfield, Missouri: Flower Pentecostal
Heritage Center, 2000).
     23Ibid., 8.
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ministerial background and beliefs.  Ministers were also asked to promise General
Council financial support in the amount of $1.00 per month, to cover operational
expenses.24  Applicants were asked,
8.  Have you experimental knowledge of salvation and the Baptism of the Holy
Spirit with speaking in tongues? . . .
17.  What is your attitude toward the General Council, its purposes and work? 
18. Can you accept and endorse the statement of fundamental truths enclosed     
with this application blank as the basis of a united ministry (that we all speak the
same thing.  I Cor. 1:10.  Acts 2:42) ?25  
  
The practice of using annual questionnaires has carried forward to the present, as
Assemblies of God ministers are still required to complete these prior to receiving new
credentials at the beginning of each year.  Although there have been modifications to the
doctrinal portion of the form over the years, ministers were still questioned about the
major aspects of their beliefs in the twenty first century.  For example, the 2009 renewal
form asked,
8. Do you believe in and fully agree with the Statement of Fundamental
Truths?  9. If your present view DIFFERS from that of the General Council in any
of the following areas, please check, and define your viewpoint on a separate
sheet: . . .a. Speaking in other tongues as the initial physical evidence of the
Baptism in the Holy Spirit. . . .b. Water baptism by immersion in accordance with
Matthew 28:19. . . .c. Premillennial and imminent return of our Lord Jesus Christ.
. . .d. Divine healing. . . .e. Eternal security. . . .f. Sanctification26
     24J. W. Welch, “Special Notice to All Preachers,” Weekly Evangel no. 164 (11 November 1916):
9, digital facsimile CD ROM, Pentecostal Evangel Interactive, 1913-1921 (Springfield, Missouri: Flower
Pentecostal Heritage Center, 2000); General Council of the Assemblies of God, Application Blank for
Ordination Certificate (St. Louis: Gospel Publishing House Print, [1916]), 1-4. 
     25General Council, Application Blank for Ordination Certificate, 1-2.
     26General Council of the Assemblies of God, “Credential Renewal,” (Springfield, Missouri:
Gospel Publishing House, 2008), 1.
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The 2010 and 2011 renewal forms dropped question nine, only asking whether the  
applicant was in full agreement with the Statement of Fundamental Truths and if not to
attach an explanation to the application.27                     
In completing the questionnaire for receiving his 1917 credentials, E. N. Bell
indicated he had experienced salvation and baptism in the Holy Spirit, with the latter
confirmed by speaking in tongues.  As to his acceptance and endorsement of the
Statement of Fundamental Truths, he exclaimed, “Yes, to the extent of working in unity
and harmony, believe nearly everything in it; but 13 (h) is too exclusive, not inclusive
enough.  It measurably denies some truth.  I accept it as the whole, but not in part.  See
letter.”28  In two letters pertaining to his application, Bell explained his qualified
acceptance of the Statement of Fundamental Truths.  He argued in the first one that
although its description of Christ’s deity was true it still did not use strong enough
language in its wording.  Pressing his point he declared,
I have just been calling attention to those in the new issue that teach the Son is
the human and the Deity is the Father as to Christ; that they are at the other end of
the earth from what I was emphasizing last fall.  I emphasized the Deity of Christ
the son and the Lordship.  While they really deny His Deity in making him solely
human and His Father only as God.
Some think because I deny these errors, that I am going back on what I taught;
but I never taught any thing in a thousand miles of what they are now teaching.  I
simply have refused to go on into these errors.  I believe still as strong as ever in
both the Deity and Lordship of Christ the Son, and I have the declaration of the
Council a solid foundation on which thus to exalt Christ in that the Council
assigns him all the attributes and titles of Deity except those of relationship,           
     27General Council of the Assemblies of God, “Credential Renewal,” (Springfield, Missouri:
Gospel Publishing House, 2009), 1;  General Council of the Assemblies of God, “Credential Renewal,”
(Springfield, Missouri: Gospel Publishing House, 2010), 1.
     28Bell, “1917 Credential Renewal Form,” 1-2. 
299
whereas their doctrine degrades the Son, the Christ, by making him human and the
Father only as God.  
See the difference?29
In his second letter, Bell addressed the matter of drawing an invariable baptismal
formula from Trinitarian language in article 13 (h) of the Statement of Fundamental
Truths.  He still thought it acceptable to baptize in Jesus’ name while holding to
Trinitarian views, as this was also commanded in the scriptures, wanting to leave the door
open for its practice.  He reasoned, “Bro. Welch: . . . I do not see the recommendation as
a formula.”30  The willingness of the General Council to grant some doctrinal leeway for
its ministers was exemplified by Bell’s qualified acceptance of the Statement of
Fundamental Truths, in responding to the credential questionnaire.  Despite his answers
on the questionnaire, he was issued new credentials along with other renewing ministers
in 1917.  Bell  not only remained in good standing with the Assemblies of God until his
death in 1923, but was serving as its Chairman and weekly publishing his column
“Questions and Answers” in the Pentecostal Evangel as well.31  
Using acceptance of the Statement of Fundamental Truths in issuing new
ministerial credentials produced mixed numerical effects.  Prior to adoption of the
Statement of Fundamental Truths there were 585 Assemblies of God ministers in their
     29E. N. Bell, “E. N. Bell to [J. W. Welch] 27 December 1916.” E. N. Bell Collection, Springfield,
Missouri: Flower Pentecostal Heritage Center. 
     30E. N. Bell, “E. N. Bell to J. W. Welch [December 1916].” E. N. Bell Collection, (Springfield,
Missouri: Flower Pentecostal Heritage Center), 1-2. 
     31E. N. Bell, “1917 Credential Renewal Form,” 1; Stanley H. Frodsham, “The Pentecostal
Evangel” Pentecostal Evangel no. 502, (23 June 1923): 4, digital facsimile CD ROM, Pentecostal Evangel
Interactive, 1922-1926 (Springfield, Missouri: Flower Pentecostal Heritage Center, 2000);  E. N. Bell,
“Questions and Answers,” Pentecostal Evangel no. 501, (16 June 1923): 5, digital facsimile CD ROM,
Pentecostal Evangel Interactive, 1922-1926 (Springfield, Missouri: Flower Pentecostal Heritage Center,
2000).               
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1916 directory, but only 429 listed in early 1917.  There were 361 ministers renewing
from 1916, while the remainder had not held credentials that year.  Others applied and
were granted credentials before the end of summer, increasing the ministerial list to 573. 
There were 790 ministers listed by 1918, with 156 of these also having held credentials in
1914.  Considering the seriousness of the Oneness controversy, it was understandable for
the Assemblies of God to experience a net loss of 156 ministers in early 1917.  However,
in light of their general abhorrence of doctrinal statements, a number of Trinitarian
ministers may have not renewed their credentials in protest of the Statement of
Fundamental Truths’ adoption.  On the other hand, the net gain of 217 ministers from
1917 to 1918 was in part explicable by Trinitarian Pentecostal ministers in basic
agreement with mainstream Assemblies of God views, but waiting to see if the Oneness
controversy would be satisfactorily settled.  So then, the Assemblies of God sought to
avoid adopting a comprehensive and binding statement of faith for two years after its
founding in 1914, only agreeing to do so in reaction to the theological crisis precipitated
by the Oneness issue.32          
     32General Council of the Assemblies of God, Combined Minutes of the General Council of the
Assemblies of God in the United States of America, Canada and Foreign Lands, Held at Hot Springs, Ark.,
April 2-12, 1914 and at The Stone Church, Chicago, Ill. Nov. 15-29, 1914, (n.p., n.d.), 13-16; General
Council, Minutes of the General Council 1916, 17-23; General Council, Minutes of the General Council of
the Assemblies of God in the United States of America, Canada and Foreign Lands, Held at Turner Hall,
St. Louis, MO. October 1-10, 1915, (n.p., n.d.), 9-16; General Council of the Assemblies of God, Minutes
of the General Council of the Assemblies of God, Sept. 4-11, 1918, digital facsimile CD ROM, General
Council Assemblies of God Minutes, 1914-1999 (Springfield, Missouri: Flower Pentecostal Heritage




The Statement of Fundamental Truths was essentially a Biblically conservative,
Evangelical confession of faith, but with addition of Pentecostal tenets.  The sources used
as a doctrinal template in compiling this document were considerably Baptist in their
origins.  Assemblies of God beliefs and practices were essentially Baptist, if one
understood Baptist as meaning an organized Evangelical fellowship only baptizing
converts to the Christian faith, instead of infants.  From this perspective, the Assemblies
of God’s Baptist roots extended back chronologically to their first recognized appearance
in early seventeen-century England.  Those holding to free will pioneered the movement
and were better known at the time as General Baptists.1  Although direct historical ties
between English General Baptists and their counterparts in America have not been
evident, Baptist groups embracing free will emerged nonetheless.  The earliest American
Free Will Baptists were founded prior to 1729 in North Carolina, during 1780 in New
England and in 1785 in Tennessee.  A brief summary of New England Freewill Baptists’
theology appeared in 1824, with its tenets fitting well into the framework of the Statement
of Fundamental Truths.  Although these Baptists lost their free will distinctiveness after 
     1Webster’s New Collegiate Dictionary, s.v., “Baptist; White, English Baptists, 7-10, 58.
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merging with the Calvinistic Northern Baptists in 1911, their prior theological stance
exerted some free will influence in Baptist circles into the twentieth century.2 
That Baptist advocates of free will influenced the views of Baptist ministers who
later became leaders in the Assemblies of God was understandable.  For example,
although Jethro Walthall was ordained by the Assemblies of God in 1917, he began his 
ministry as a Missionary Baptist, followed by involvement in founding and leading the
Holiness Baptist Churches of Southeastern Arkansas.  His religious pilgrimage portrayed
him as a transitional figure typifying some Baptists joining the Assemblies of God during
its formative years.  The thirteen tenets of faith in Holiness Baptist’s Articles of
Agreement showed substantive agreement with Statement of Fundamental Truths,
including free will.3  E. N. Bell, A. P. Collins and D. C. O. Opperman were all Baptists
prior to embracing Pentecostalism and later providing leadership in creating the
Assemblies of God.  None of these men gave evidence of holding to Calvinism, rather,
they spoke in a manner consistent with free will views.  Though Bell and Collins were 
     2U.S. Census, Religious Bodies: 1906, Part II Separate Denominations, 117-21; U.S. Census,
Religious Bodies: 1916, Part II Separate Denominations, 108-11; Davidson, 137-39. 193; Brown,
“Arminian Baptists,” 177. See Goen, Revivalism and Separatism in New England.
     3“Walthall’s Assemblies of God Ordination Application,” 1917; Walthall, “Baptized in the Spirit
Fifty Years Ago,” 6; Walthall, “Letter from a Brother Minister,” 8-9; Minutes of the Twenty-First Annual
Session of the Union Baptist Association, i, 1-5; Minutes of the Forty-Third Annual Session of Columbia
Baptist Association, i, 3, 5-6, 11-12, 16-17; Minutes of the First Annual Convocation of the Holiness
Baptist Churches, i.-7.  
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Southern Baptists, their embracement of free will views indicated a measure of its
toleration within that fellowship, despite its predominantly Calvinistic tendencies.4  
However, some of the most compelling evidence for Baptist doctrinal
contributions to the Assemblies of God were theological documents fairly contemporary
with the Statement of Fundamental Truths.  Two such sources were from the Free Will
Baptists in North Carolina and General Baptists based in Indiana, as found in their
Articles of Faith, with cited sources published respectively in 1884 and 1901.  The
General Baptists’ doctrinal statement contained eleven articles and was rather brief;
whereas, the Free Will Baptists statement listed seventeen articles and contained about
three times as much material.  In comparison with the Statement of Fundamental Truths
both showed some striking similarities.  
The General Baptists’ first article said, “We believe that the Scriptures of the Old
and New Testaments are the infallible Word of God, and the only safe rule of faith and
Practice.”5  In comparison, the first article of the Statement of Fundamental Truths stated,
“The Bible is the inspired Word of God, a revelation from God to man, the infallible rule
of faith and conduct, and is superior to conscience and reason, but not contrary to
reason.”6  Both articles exhibited similarities in content and placement as first among the
     4“Fallen Asleep,”  9; Frodsham, “A Brief Word of Biography,” viii-ix;  “A. P. Collins’s ordination
application,” 1916; Collins, “A Baptized Baptist Preacher,” 1;  Minutes of the Nineteenth Annual Session of
the Tarrant County Baptist Association, 1905, 3, 5, 14-16, 22-24; Bell, “Passing of Brother A. P. Collins,”
4;  “Dairy of D. C. O. Opperman,” 16-22; Burgess, “Daniel Charles Owen Opperman”; Burgess, “Eudorus
N. Bell.” 
     5Articles of Faith in Proceedings of the Thirty-second Annual Session of the General Session of
General Baptists, ed. by J. P. Cox, no pagination. Owensville, Indiana: General Baptist Publishing House,
[1901].  
     6General Council, General Council Minutes, 1916, 10. 
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other articles.  The Free Will Baptists’ article seven was very similar as well, saying, “We
believe the whole Scriptures are infallibly true, and that they are the only rules of faith
and practice.”7   
Article two from the General Baptists stated, “That there is but one living and true
God, and in the Godhead, or divine essence, Father, Son and Holy Ghost.”8  The
Statement of Fundamental Truths exclaimed in its second article, “The one true God has
revealed Himself as the eternally self-existent, self-revealed “I AM;” and has further
revealed Himself as embodying the principles of relationship and association, i.e., as
Father, Son and Holy Ghost.”9  Again, both articles were close in content and identical in
placing these tenets second among the others.  The Free Will Baptists’ article one
maintained, “We believe there is but one living, true and eternal God, the Father: of
whom are all things, from everlasting to everlasting, glorious and immutable in His
attributes,”10  
The General Baptists’ third article declared, “That we are fallen and depraved
creatures, and can not extricate ourselves from our fallen situation by any ability we
possess by nature.”11  The third article of the Statement of Fundamental Truths stated,
“Man was created good and upright: for God said, ‘Let us make man in our image and in
     7Windsor Dixon, Reuben Barrow and Robert Bond, An Abstract of the Former Articles of Faith
Confessed by the Original Church, Holding the Doctrine of General Provision, with a Proper Code of
Disciple for the Future Government of the Church (Newbern, North Carolina: N. S. Richardson, Book and
Job Printer, 1884; repr., n.p., n.d.), 6.
     8Articles of Faith General Baptists, no pagination.
     9General Council, General Council Minutes, 1916, 10.
     10Articles of Faith General Provision, 5.
     11Articles of Faith General Baptists, no pagination.
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our likeness.’ But man, by voluntary transgression, fell, and his only hope of redemption
is in Jesus Christ the Son of God.”12  Similarly, the Free Will Baptists’ fourth article
maintained, “We believe that in the beginning God made man upright, and placed him in
a state of glory without the least mixture of misery, from which he voluntarily, by
transgression, fell, and by that means brought on himself a miserable and mortal state,
subject to death.”13 
 The General Baptists’ seventh article declared, “We believe that baptism and the
Lord’s Supper are the ordinances of Jesus Christ appointed in the church, and that none
but true believers are the proper subjects, and that the only true mode of baptism is
immersion.”14  The Statement of Fundamental Truths divided communion and water
baptism into two articles, numbers ten and eleven.  These differed from the General
Baptists by omitting citation of immersion as the only acceptable method of baptism,
reflecting greater personal latitude on the matter.  Free Will Baptists used two articles for
discussing ordinances, including “believers’ Baptism, laying on of hands, receiving of the
sacrament in bread and wine, washing the saints’ feet, anointing the sick with oil in the
name of the Lord, fasting, prayer, singing praises to God, and public ministry of the word
. . . baptism . . . by immersion.”15  The Assemblies of God also believed in divine healing,
     12General Council, General Council Minutes, 1916, 10.
     13Articles of Faith General Provision, 5.
     14Articles of Faith General Baptists, no pagination.
     15Articles of Faith General Provision, 8.
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though it was not viewed as an ordinance.16  General Baptists pointed out their
distinctiveness from Calvinistic Baptists in articles five and eleven, declaring belief in
free will and general atonement, saying,
We believe that he that shall endure to the end, the same shall be saved. . . .
We believe that Jesus Christ, by the grace of God, tasted death for every man,
and that none can partake of His divine benefits only by repentance toward God,
and faith in the Lord Jesus Christ. (Infants and idiots excepted, they being
included in the covenant of God’s grace.)17   
                       
Free Will Baptists devoted much more discussion to explaining their views
embracing free will and general atonement than the General Baptists, using several
articles for this since they felt a need to clearly convey this tenet.  In similar fashion, the
Statement of Fundamental Truths devoted one and a half pages to explaining the doctrine
of the Trinity.  This was explicable by the need for the Assemblies of God to deal
decisively with the Oneness issue.  The Assemblies of God did not devote an article
specifically to free will since this was not an issue for them, as demonstrated by their
extensive evangelistic efforts taking free will for granted.  The Statement of Fundamental
Truths also differed from these Baptist articles by its espousal of Pentecostal tenets, such
as belief in the baptism of the Holy Spirit as initially demonstrated by speaking in
tongues.  
Both Baptist Articles of Faith and the Statement of Fundamental Truths excluded
discussion of divine decrees as a foundation for doctrine, demonstrating their separation
from Calvinistic determinism.  Comparison of these Baptist Articles with the Statement of
Fundamental Truths has not suggested that the Assemblies of God literally used them in
     16General Council, General Council Minutes, 1916, 11.
     17Articles of Faith General Baptists, no pagination.
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formulating a written doctrinal statement.  Rather, these Articles demonstrated strains of
both basic Baptist beliefs and free will views within the larger Baptist movement, which
Assemblies of God leaders and laity from Baptist backgrounds accepted.  Their views
were incorporated in the Statement of Fundamental Truths by this means. These
comparisons showed that the Statement of Fundamental Truths was in many ways a free
will Baptist confession of faith overlaid with Pentecostal distinctives.18
A comparison of the Statement of Fundamental Truths with the Cumberland
Presbyterian’s Confession of Faith revealed no striking commonalities, just agreement on
basic Christian doctrine.  The importance of their contributions rested in the area of
promoting free will within the broader context of Presbyterianism, with resulting
evangelistic zeal.  From their perspective, if individuals were able to choose Christianity
for themselves, without being especially chosen by God, then it was the responsibility of
the church to carry the gospel to the lost, since they could be converted.  These views
operated within the larger movement seeking to shift Presbyterianism and
Congregationalism towards doctrinal and practical ministry reform, producing
theologians like Charles Finney.19  
Evidence of Oberlin Theology’s influence on Assemblies of God beliefs was
clearly indicated in the Weekly Evangel.  Gospel Publishing House not only produced the
Evangel, but offered a number of tracts, booklets, books and Bibles for sale to its
constituency within its pages.  Finney’s Lectures on Revivals of Religion was regularly
     18Articles of Faith General Provision, 5-9; General Council, General Council Minutes, 1916, 10-
13; Articles of Faith General Baptists, no pagination.
     19Cumberland Presbyterian Confession of Faith, i.-89; Finney, Autobiography, 451.   
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advertised, praised by saying, “Every preacher and Gospel Worker should have a copy. 
Will inspire you with divine love for salvation of souls.”20  In the spring1916, a prominent
Assemblies of God pastor in Dallas, Texas, F. F. Bosworth published “Nothing Can
Hinder Revival,” arguing for the church’s ability to constantly experience revival.  Not
only did his views reflect those propounded by Finney, but specifically cited him as
support for his argument, even promoting purchase of his Lectures on Revivals of
Religion, saying,
In the process of praying through for a revival, and praying down the
atmosphere that makes a real revival possible, where there is a purpose of heart in
the matter, the Holy Spirit will energize and empower us to prevail and He
Himself will make intercessions with groanings we cannot utter in words; and the
outpouring of the Holy Spirit will be in exact proportion to the power f the Holy
Spirit praying through us.
This is simply god’s law for revivals and this law is just as workable and as
dependable as the law of gravitation.  Any church can take advantage of this
wonderful law and have a continuous revival the year around. . . . ‘Finney’s
Lectures on Revivals’ . . . is acknowledged today as the incomparable classic on
the subject of Revivals. . . . I wish everyone would read it.21
 
Bosworth and the Assemblies of God agreed with Finney that efforts to reach the
unconverted were enacted through exercise of man’s free will.  While they were
convinced it was God’s will to reach the lost, whether or not this occurred was dependant
upon men willing to present the Christian message to the lost, in partnership with the
Holy Spirit.  They saw revival as inexorably connected with evangelism and missions, 
     20J. W. Welch, “Finney’s Revival Lectures,” Weekly Evangel (18 March 1916): 16, digital
facsimile CD ROM, Pentecostal Evangel Interactive, 1922-1926 (Springfield, Missouri: Flower Pentecostal
Heritage Center, 2000).  
     21F. F. Bosworth, “Nothing Can Hinder A Revival,” Weekly Evangel (15 April 1916): 6,8, digital
facsimile CD ROM, Pentecostal Evangel Interactive, 1922-1926 (Springfield, Missouri: Flower Pentecostal
Heritage Center, 2000); See Finney, Lectures on Revivals of Religion.
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requiring earnest prayer and personal confrontation of hearers with the gospel.  Both
presentation and acceptance of the gospel depended upon the exercise of human volition. 
D. L. Moody benefitted from Finney’s efforts as a theologian and early mass-
evangelist.  Although Moody became a Congregationalist, his brand of modified
Calvinism  allowed for freedom of will, forming a theological basis for both his mass
evangelism efforts and development of the Northfield conferences.  His willingness to use 
speaking and musical innovations in combination with aggressive evangelistic campaigns
was picked up later by other Evangelicals, including the Assemblies of God.   The Weekly
Evangel constantly advertised coming conventions, camp meetings and revivals,
accompanied by reports and testimonies concerning those in progress or just closed.  The
Assemblies of God continually promoted revival and evangelism, a result of their free
will roots in combination with zeal for spreading the Pentecostal message.22  The depth of
their passion for evangelism was reflected in the Evangel’s banner head, as it included a
motto from the words of Jesus, “Go ye into all the world and preach the gospel to every
creature. — Mark 16:35”23 
Moody’s Northfield associates contributed more directly to the Assemblies of
God through their writings than had he, with the Weekly Evangel regularly advertizing
some of their works.  A. J. Gordon’s Ministry of Healing and The Ministry of the Holy
Spirit were of particular importance because of their quasi-Pentecostal discussions.  He
     22Moody, Life of Moody, 19, 21, 39-104, 127, 131-36, 149-53, 155, 264; Findlay, Jr, Moody,
155-66; “The American Revivalists,” Times, 10 March 1875, 5; A typical sampling of these promotions was
seen in the Weekly Evangel, no. 142 (3 June 1916): 4-6, 11-15, digital facsimile CD ROM, Pentecostal
Evangel Interactive, 1922-1926 (Springfield, Missouri: Flower Pentecostal Heritage Center, 2000). 
     23J. W. Welch, “Banner Head,” Weekly Evangel, no. 161 (21 October 1916): 1, digital facsimile
CD ROM, Pentecostal Evangel Interactive, 1922-1926 (Springfield, Missouri: Flower Pentecostal Heritage
Center, 2000).  
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argued in the former for a restoration to the modern church of the same workings of
healing and miracles as found in the New Testament, with their use in evangelism of
paramount importance.  The Assemblies of God had no difficulty in embracing either this
volume or The Ministry of the Holy Spirit.  The latter emphasized  the importance of the
Holy Spirit working in the modern church to evangelize the world, also admitting to the
possibility that speaking in tongues might still be available.  Some of A. T. Pierson’s
volumes were also promoted for sale, with The Bible and Spiritual Criticism specifically
recommended and endorsed by the Evangel editors.  His God’s Living Oracles and Life
Power were offered for sale as well.  Offering these works to the Assemblies of God
constituency demonstrated two major factors pertaining to Northfield Theology’s
influence on this fellowship.  First, the Assemblies of God leadership was acquainted
with these volumes, and second, they were willing to promote these ideas to their own
people.24
An important item lacking from the Statement of Fundamental Truths was a
Wesleyan interpretation of sanctification.  Despite many Holiness adherents coming into
the Pentecostal fold, the Assemblies of God did not accept their belief in a one-time
spiritual experience of sanctification following conversion.  Holiness-Pentecostal groups
viewed sanctification as preparatory for the baptism of the Holy Spirit.  This shaped their
understanding of the purpose for baptism of the Holy Spirit, resulting in it being viewed
primarily for empowering holy living.  The Statement of Fundamental Truths differed
     24J. W. Welch, “Special Book Offer,” Weekly Evangel, no. 166 (25 November 1916): 15, digital
facsimile CD ROM, Pentecostal Evangel Interactive, 1922-1926 (Springfield, Missouri: Flower Pentecostal
Heritage Center, 2000); Russell, “Adoniram Judson Gordon,” 71-76; Gordon, Ministry of the Spirit, i, v., 1-
7, 56-69,71-72, 90-96;  J. W. Welch, “Special Book Offer,” Weekly Evangel, no. 302 and 303 (23 August
1916): 13, digital facsimile CD ROM, Pentecostal Evangel Interactive, 1922-1926 (Springfield, Missouri:
Flower Pentecostal Heritage Center, 2000).  
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from this interpretation in viewing sanctification as an ongoing and continuous process in
believers’ lives, instead of a single spiritual experience, explaining, “Entire sanctification
is the will of God for all believers, and should be earnestly pursued by walking in
obedience to God’s Word.”25  The Assemblies of God did not discount the importance of
the baptism of the Holy Spirit for holy living.  However, it saw its primary functions
along the lines of Northfield Theology, emphasizing power for ministry.26   They
declared, “With it comes enduement of power for life and service, the bestowment of the
gifts and their uses in the work of the ministry.”27      
Although the Assemblies of God comprises the largest Pentecostal fellowship in
the twenty-first century with over 63,000,000 adherents worldwide, it differs from many
other Pentecostal groups because of its non-Wesleyan character.  Its primary doctrinal
roots were from free will Baptist thought, with Pentecostal distinctives added.  This was
seen in common core beliefs of these Baptists and the Assemblies of God, with water
baptism of believers only and freedom of will as theologically defining.  Research and
discussion have outlined emergence of seventeenth-century General Baptists in England,
propagating their cardinal doctrinal distinctiveness of free will and believers’ baptism. 
Despite the lack of demonstratively concrete historical evidence connecting English
General Baptists to Free Will Baptists and General Baptists in the New World, these two
groups arose in a multiplicity of regions in America.  
     25General Council, General Council Minutes, 1916, 11.  
     26Menzies, 24-28;  Synan, 18-224.  
     27General Council, General Council Minutes, 1916, 10.  
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During the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, American Baptists embracing free
will contributed to the theological milieu that shaped a recognizable portion of Calvinism,
drawing it into acceptance of varying degrees of free will.  Involved in this process were
Cumberland Presbyterians, breaking with nearly all aspects Calvinism early in the
nineteenth century.  Later in that century, Oberlin Theology caused cracks in strict
Calvinism through the writings and public ministry of Charles Finney, adamant and
tireless in asserting every man possessed a god-given ability to choose acceptance of the
Christian message.  He viewed salvation as God’s will for everyone, but receiving it
rested upon human choice instead of a divine decree for a pre-determined elect, as
Calvinists taught.  The Weekly Evangel’s hearty endorsements of Finney’s volumes
indicated the presence of his influence on the fledgling fellowship.   
As a modified Calvinist, D. L. Moody promoted exercise of free will, primarily
through mass evangelistic events in Great Britain and America.  In a different way, his
efforts at the annual Northfield conferences were directed toward personal Christian
development for its own sake and for enhanced ministry to others.  His associates added
Restoration theology to this free will position, particularly A. J. Gordon, opening a debate
within mainstream Protestantism concerning the possibility of modern incidents of
divine-healing and operation of the same spiritual gifts discussed in the New Testament. 
Gordon and the others within Northfield Theology never accepted manifestation of
tongues as proof of the baptism in the Holy Spirit, causing them to remain quasi-
Pentecostals.  Research has so far failed in making direct personal ties between Northfield
leaders and those attaining leadership of the Assemblies of God.  However, there were
some close connections with Moody’s circle and close relatives of future Assemblies of
313
God leaders.  Clara Sanford and Elmer Fisher were personally acquainted with both
Moody and R. A. Torrey, experiencing firsthand exposure to their ministries.  Also,
Sanford and Fisher had relatives who later became important leaders in the Assemblies of
God.  Promotion of works by A. J. Gordon and A. T. Pierson in the Weekly Evangel
demonstrated the Assemblies of God’s acquaintance and acceptance of a variety of
Northfield views, especially Restorationism.                          
A number of testimonies involving appearance of speaking in tongues existed
many years prior to the 1906 outbreak of the Pentecostal revival in Los Angeles, though it
was not until then that its doctrine began spreading widely and resulted in the formation
of an international movement.  The Assemblies of God attracted adherents from a variety
of doctrinal backgrounds, with the major cohesive element being belief in the baptism in
the Holy Spirit as demonstrated by the manifestation of speaking in tongues.  Pentecostals
from free will Baptist backgrounds found less doctrinal adjustment needed for theological
comfort within this fellowship than those from other denominations.  It was
understandable how former Baptists like E. N. Bell, A. P. Collins, D. C. O. Opperman
and Jethro Walthall could easily move into formative leadership roles with the fellowship
that became the Assemblies of God, after testifying to receiving the baptism of the Holy
Spirit.  Due to their Wesleyan tradition, most Methodists becoming Pentecostals had a
theological struggle if they considered affiliation with the Assemblies of God, since both
the latter’s views on believers only baptism and a progressive interpretation of
sanctification were contrary to their Methodist teachings.  These individuals would have
found it less theologically challenging to become part of a Wesleyan-oriented Pentecostal
fellowship such as the Church of God based in Cleveland, Tennessee. 
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Certainly there were a multiplicity of pre-Pentecostal roots contributing to
formation of Assemblies of God beliefs, that this dissertation has not attempted to
research.  Rather, the focus has been to discuss two primary theological roots from which
the Assemblies of God grew.  These were primarily free will Baptist theologies, and to a
lesser degree, the views of modified-Calvinism growing out of Cumberland
Presbyterianism, Oberlin thought and Northfield Theology as well.  Hopefully this
dissertation has crossed the threshold of proof through documentation,  analysis and
convincing arguments, presenting its readers with a better understanding of the
Assemblies of God’s major theological antecedents.  The importance of this research has
been grounded in trying to understand the theological underpinnings of one of the largest
Pentecostal fellowships, but also one of the fastest growing denominations worldwide.
This field of research could become the life’s work for some scholar inclined towards
ferreting out more details of record and nuances of theology, especially if it were
expanded to include discussion of Assemblies of God beliefs across the twentieth
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Appendix
A STATEMENT OF FUNDAMENTAL TRUTHS APPROVED BY
THE GENERAL COUNCIL OF THE ASSEMBLIES OF GOD,
OCTOBER 2-7, 1916.
This Statement of Fundamental Truths is not intended as a creed for the Church, nor as
a basis of fellowship among Christians, but only as a basis of unity for the ministry alone
(i.e., that we all speak the same thing, 1 Cor. 1:l0; Acts 2:42). The human phraseology
employed in such statement is not inspired nor contended for, but the truth set forth in
such phraseology is held to be essential to a full Gospel ministry.  No claim is made that
it contains all truth in the Bible, only that it covers our present needs as to these
fundamental matters.
1. THE SCRIPTURES INSPIRED.
The Bible is the inspired Word of God, a revelation from God to man, the infallible rule
of faith and conduct, and is superior to conscience and reason, but not contrary to reason. 
2 Tim. 3:15, 16: 1 Pet. 2:2.
2. THE ONE TRUE GOD.
The one true God has revealed Himself as the eternally self-existent, self-revealed
“I AM;” and has further revealed Himself as embodying the principles of relationship and
association, i.e., as Father, Son and Holy Ghost.  Deut. 6:4; Mark 12:29; Isa. 43:l0. 11;
Matth. 28:19.
3. MAN, HIS FALL AND REDEMPTION.
Man was created good and upright: for God said, “Let us make man in our image and in
our likeness.” But man, by voluntary transgression, fell, and his only hope of redemption
is in Jesus Christ the Son of God.  Gen. l:26-31; 3:1-7;  Rom. 5:12-21.
4. THE SALVATION OF MAN.
(a)  Conditions to Salvation.
The grace of God that brings salvation to all men has appeared through the preaching of
repentance toward God and faith toward the Lord Jesus Christ; whereupon man is saved
by the washing of regeneration and renewing of the Holy Ghost which is shed upon him
richly through Jesus Christ our Saviour; and, having been justified by grace through faith,
he becomes an heir of God according to the hope of eternal life.  Tit. 2:ll; Rom. 10:13-16;
Luke 24:47; Titus 3:5-7.
(b)  The Evidences of Salvation.
The inward evidence to the believer of his salvation, is the direct witness of the Spirit.
Rom. 8:16. The outward evidence to all men, is a life of righteousness and true holiness,
Luke 1:73-76; Titus 2:12-14: the fruit of the Spirit, Gal. 5:22, and brotherly love, Jno.
13:35;  Heb. 13:1;  I Jno. 3:14.
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5. THE PROMISE OF THE FATHER.
All believers are entitled to, and should ardently expect, and earnestly seek the promise of
the Father, the baptism in the Holy Ghost and fire, according to the command of our Lord
Jesus Christ.  This was the normal experience of all in the early Christian Church.  With it
comes the enduement of power for life and service, the bestowment of the gifts and their
uses in the work of the ministry. Luke 24:49: Acts 1:4; 1:8; 1 Cor. 12:1-31.
6.  THE FULL CONSUMMATION OF THE BAPTISM IN THE HOLY GHOST.
The full consummation of the baptism of believers in the Holy Ghost aud fire, is indicated
by the initial sign of speaking in tongues, as the Spirit of God gives utterance.  Acts 2: 4. 
This wonderful experience la distinct from and subsequent to the experience of the new
birth.  Acts 10:44-46; 11:14-16; 15:8, 9.
7. ENTIRE SANCTIFICATION, THE GOAL FOR ALL BELIEVERS.
The Scriptures teach a life of holiness without which no man shall see the Lord. By the
power of the Holy Ghost we are able to obey the command, ‘be ye holy for I am holy.’ 
Entire sanctification is the will of God for all believers, and should be earnestly pursued
by walking in obedience to God’s Word.  Heb. 12:14; 1 Pet. 1:15, 16; 1 Thess. 6:23, 24; 1
Jno. 2:6.
8. THE CHURCH A LIVING ORGANISM.
The Church is a living organism; a living body; yea the body of Christ; a habitation of
God through the Spirit, with divine appointments for the fulfillment of her great
commission. Every local assembly is an integral part of the General Assembly and
Church of the First-born, written in heaven.  Eph. 1:22, 23;  2:22; Heb. 12:23.
9. THE MINISTRY AND EVANGELISM.
A divinely called and a Scripturally ordained ministry for the evangelization of the world,
is the command of the Lord, and the chief concern of the Church.  Mk. 16:16-20; Eph.
4:11-13.
10. THE LORD’S SUPPER.
The Lord’s Supper, consisting of the elements, bread and the fruit of the vine, is the
symbol expressing our sharing the divine nature of our Lord Jesus Christ,       2 Pet. 1: 4;
a memorial of his suffering and death, 1 Cor. 11: 26; and a prophecy of His second
coming, 1 Cor. 11:26; and is enjoined on all believers ‘until He comes.’
11. BAPTISM IN WATER.
The Ordinance of Baptism by a burial with Christ should be observed as commanded in
the Scriptures, by all who have really repented and in their hearts have truly believed on
‘Christ as Saviour and Lord. In so doing, they have the body washed in pure water as an
outward symbol of cleansing while their heart has already been sprinkled with the blood
of Christ as an inner cleansing. Thus they declare to the world that they have died with
Jesus and that they have also been raised with Him to walk in newness of life.  Math.
28:19; Acts 10:47-48; Rom. 6:4; Acts 20:21; Heb. 10:22.
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12. DIVINE HEALING.
Deliverance from sickness is provided for in the atonement, and is the privilege of all
believers.  Isa. 53:4, 5; Matth. 8:16, 17.
12. THE ESSENTIALS AS TO THE GODHEAD.
(a)  Terms Explained.
The terms ‘Trinity’ and ‘Persons,’ as related to the Godhead, while not found in the
Scriptures, yet are words in harmony with Scripture, whereby we may convey to others
our immediate understanding of the doctrine of Christ respecting the Being of God, as
distinguished from ‘gods many and lords many.’ We, therefore, may speak with propriety
of the Lord our God, who is One Lord, as a Trinity or as one Being of three Persons, and
still be absolutely Scriptural. (Examples: Matth. 2:6; 8:16, 17; Acts 15:15-18.1)
(b)  Distinction and Relationship in the Godhead.
Christ taught a distinction of Persons in the Godhead which he expressed in specific
terms of relationship, as Father, Son, and Holy Ghost; and that this distinction and
relationship, as to its existence, is an eternal fact, but as to its mode it is inscrutable and
incomprehensible, because unexplained.  (That ‘is, it is not explained as to how there can
be three persons in the Godhead.) (Luke 1:35; 1 Cor. 1:24; Matth. 11:25-27; 28:l9; 2 Cor.
13:14; 1 Jno. 1:3,4.)
(c)  Unity of the One Being of Father, Son and Holy Ghost.
Accordingly, therefore, there is that in the Father which ‘constitutes Him the Father and
not the Son; there is that in the Son which constitutes Him the Son and not the Father:
and there is that in the Holy Ghost which constitutes him the Holy Ghost and not either
the Father or the Son. Wherefore, the Father is the Begetter: the Sou is the Begotten: and
the Holy Ghost is the one proceeding from the Father and the Son. Therefore, because
these three eternally distinct and related persons in the Godhead are in a state of unity,
there is but one Lord God Almighty and His name one.  Jno. 1:18; 16:26; 17:11, 21;
Zech. 14:9.
(d)  Identity and Co-operation in the Godhead.
The Father, the Son and the Holy Ghost are never identical as to Person; nor confused as
to relation; nor divided in respect of the Godhead; nor opposed as to co-operation. The
Son is in the Father and the Father is in the Son as to relationship. The Son is with the
Father and the Father is with the Son as to fellowship. The Father is not from the Son, but
the Son is from the Father, as to authority. The Holy Ghost is from the Father and the Son
proceeding, as to nature, relationship, co-operation and authority, Hence, neither Person
in the Godhead either exists or works separately or independently of the others.  Jno. 5:
17-30.
(e)  The Title, Lord Jesus Christ.
The appellation ‘Lord Jesus Christ’ is a proper name.  It is never applied, in the New
Testament, either to the Father or to the Holy Ghost. It therefore belongs exclusively to
the Son of God.  Rom. l:l-3, 7; 2 Jno, 3.
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(f)  The Lord Jesus Christ, God with us.
The Lord Jesus Christ, as to His divine and eternal nature, is the proper and only Begotten
of the Father: but, as to His human nature, He is the proper Son of Man.  He is, therefore,
acknowledged to be both God and man: who, because He is God and man, is ‘Immanuel,
’ God with us. Matth. 1:23; 1 Jno. 4:2, 10, 14; Rev. 1:13, 14-17.
(g)  The Title, Son of God.
Since the name ‘Immanuel’ embraces both God and man in the one Person, our Lord
Jesus Christ, it follows that the title, Son of God, describes His proper Deity, and the title,
Son of Man, His proper humanity.  Therefore, the title, Son of God, belongs to the order
of eternity, and the title, Son of man, to the order of time. Matth. 1:23, 21; 2 Jno. 3; 1 Jno.
3:2; Heb. 7:3;  l:l-13.
(h)  Transgression of the Doctrine of Christ.
Wherefore, it is a transgression of the Doctrine of Christ to say that Jesus Christ derived
the title, Son of God, either from the fact of the incarnation, or because of His relation to
the economy of redemption. Therefore, to deny that the Father is a real and eternal Father,
and that the Son is a real and eternal Son, is a denial of the distinction and relationship in
the Being of God: a denial of the Father and the Son; and a displacement of the truth that
Jesus Christ is come in flesh. 2 Jno. 9; Jno. 1:1, 2, 14, 18, 29, 49; 8:57, 68; 1 Jno. 2:22,
23;  4:1-6; Heb. l2:3, 4.
(i)  Exaltation of Jesus Christ as Lord.
The Son of God, our Lord Jesus Christ, having by himself purged our sins, sat down on
the right hand of the Majesty on high; angels and principalities and powers having been
made subject unto Him, And, having been made both Lord and Christ, He sent the Holy
Ghost that we, in the name of Jesus, might Bow our knees and confess that Jesus Christ is
Lord to the glory of God the Father until the end, when the Son shall become subject to
the Father that God may be all is all. Heb. 1: 3; 1 Pet. 3: 22; Acts 2:32-36: Rom. 14:ll; 1
Cor. 16:24-28.
(j)  Equal honor to the Father and the Son.
Wherefore, since the Father has delivered all judgment unto the Son, it is not only the
express duty of all things in heaven and in earth to bow the knee, but it is an unspeakable
joy in the Holy Ghost to ascribe unto the Son all the attributes of Deity. and to give him
all the honor and the glory contained in all the names and titles of the Godhead, (except
those which express relationship. See paragraphs b, c and d) and thus honor the Son even
as we honor the Father.  Jno. 6:22, 23; 1 Pet. 1:8; Rev. 6:6-14; Phil. 2:9, 8; Rev. 7:9, 10;
4:8-11.
14. THE BLESSED HOPE.
The Resurrection of those who have fallen asleep in Christ, the rapture of
believers which are alive and remain, and the translation of the true church,
this is the blessed hope set before all believers.  1 Thess. 4:16. 17; Rom. 8:23;
Tit. 2:.13.
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15. THE IMMINENT COMING AND MILLENNIAL REIGN OF JESUS.
The premillenial and imminent coming of the Lord to gather His people unto Himself,
and to judge the world in righteousness while reigning on the earth for
a thousand years is the expectation of the true Church of Christ.
16. THE LAKE OF FIRE.
The devil and his angels, the Beast and false prophet, and whosoever is not found written
in the Book of Life, the fearful and unbelieving, and abominable, and murderers and
whoremongers, and sorcerers, and idolaters and all liars shall be consigned to everlasting
punishment in the lake which burneth with fire and brimstone, which is the second death.
17. THE NEW HEAVENS AND NEW EARTH.
We look for new heavens and a new earth wherein dwelleth righteousness.  2 Pet. 3:13; 
Rev. 21 and 22.     
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